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ABSTRACT 
GEORGIA ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' ROLE PERCEPTIONS: 
THE INITIAL PHASE OF THE A+ ACT 
December 2001 
AMY Z. WRIGHT 
B.S.ED. AUGUSTA COLLEGE 
M.ED. AUGUSTA COLLEGE 
ED. S. AUGUSTA COLLEGE 
Directed by: Dr. Michael W. Richardson 
The study explored the role of the Georgia elementary principal as the initial 
phase of comprehensive educational reform was implemented in the state. The study 
examined 320 principals' personal and professional demographics, role change as a result 
of implementation of selected law components, and district support during the transition 
phase. 
The study employed a descriptive, survey approach to address the research 
questions. A self-designed survey questionnaire was developed to explore principals' 
perceptions of role change during restructuring, and included both a qualitative and 
quantitative orientation. 
Findings indicated that the majority of the 320 Georgia elementary principals who 
responded to the survey were 46-55 year old females who worked in suburban areas of 
vii 
the state. They typically possessed the education specialist degree, had an average of 9 
years experience in their positions, and planned to retire within 6 years. 
These individuals perceived that they understood the A+ law, possessed skills to 
manage conflict resolution with stakeholders in school council meetings, supported 
involving teachers in making school-related decisions, and disagreed that "high-stakes" 
testing would improve student performance. Of the 12 law components selected for 
study six were perceived as valuable, five were viewed as of little value, and one was 
considered of no value. 
Respondents believed that their roles had expanded rather than changed, and 
added responsibilities were perceived to fall within the management rather than the 
leadership realm. Survey participants viewed themselves as instructional leaders whose 
positions had become more political as a result of the A+ law. 
Principals supported involving stakeholders in decision making, but preferred that 
educators retain ultimate authority for decisions involving improvement of student 
performance. A majority of the principals indicated receiving district support for 
implementing law components. 
Implications for policy makers and practitioners focused on involving principals 
in reform design, funding mandates, role expansion, and the principal's role as it related 
to reform implementation. Four broad categories incorporated recommendations for 
modifying the existing reform document that included morale issues, funding, law 
implementation, modifications or deletions of specific components, and parent 
accountability. 
viii 




ABSTRACT  vii 
LIST OF TABLES xiii 
CHAPTER 
I. INTRODUCTION 1 
A. Introduction ] 
B. Background of the Study 2 
C. Statement of the Problem 6 
D. Research Questions 7 
E. Significance of the Study 7 
F. Assumptions 10 
G. Procedures 11 
1. Survey design 11 
2. Subjects 11 
3. Data Analysis 12 
H. Limitations 13 
I. Delimitations 13 
J. Definition of Terms 13 
K. Summary 16 
II. REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE 19 
A. Introduction 19 
B. Role of the Principal 21 
C. Restructuring and the Principal's Role 24 
ix 
Table of Contents (continued) 
Page 
1. Decentralization, Site-Based Management, 
and School Councils 32 
2. Leadership Style for Restructuring 48 
D. Politics, Reforms, and Principals' Roles 53 
E. Leader Attitudes, Perceptions, and Opinions 65 
F. Demographics of the Principalship 67 
G. The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 73 
H. Reform Implementation 75 
1. Interpretation 76 
2. Remedial Education and Class Size 77 
3. Accountability 80 
4. Professional Development 82 
5. Technology Proficiency 85 
6. Principals'Teaching Days 88 
7. Teacher Input Into Principals' Evaluations 88 
8. Testing Increase and School Ratings 89 
9. District Support for Reforms 95 
I. Summary 97 
III. METHODOLOGY 100 
A. Introduction 100 
B. Research Questions 101 
C. Methodology 101 
1. Research Design 101 
2. Subjects 102 
3. Sample 102 
4. Instrumentation 103 
5. Procedures 109 
6. Data Analysis Ill 
D. Summary 112 
IV. REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 114 
x 
Table of Contents (continued) 
Page 
A. Introduction 114 
B. Findings 116 
1. Principals' Personal and Professional Demographics 116 
2. Principals' General Perceptions 121 
3. Principals' Evaluation of Specific A+ Components 125 
4. Principals' Open-Ended Responses 128 
5. Correlations of Principals' Demographics With 
Dependent Variables 148 
6. Principals' Perceptions of District Support For Specific 
A+ Components 152 
C. Summary 156 
V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 159 
A. Analysis of Research Findings 161 
B. Discussion of Research Findings 166 
1. Principals' Role Change Perceptions 166 
2. Leadership Role and Reform Implementation 168 
3. Principals' Personal and Professional Characteristics 171 
4. Decision Making 173 
5. Perceptions of A+ Law Components 175 
C. Conclusions 180 
D. Implications 182 
E. Recommendations 185 
REFERENCES 188 
APPENDICES 205 
A. Georgia Elementary Principals' Role Perceptions Survey 206 
B. Study Participant Informed Consent Letter 210 
C. State Superintendent Schrenko Endorsement Letter 211 
D. GAEL Executive Director, Mr. Jim Puckett, Endorsement Letter 212 
E. IRB Proposal Format For Research Involving Human Subjects 213 
F. IRB Review Board Approval Form 216 
G. Face Validity Request 219 
xi 
Table of Contents (continued) 
Page 
H. Pilot Study Informed Consent Letter 220 
I. IRB Review Board Approval Form 2 221 
J. Study Participant Follow-Up Post Card 222 
K. Study Participant Informed Consent Letter 2 223 
xii 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
1. Alignment of Research Questions, and Survey Questions With Literature 105 
2. Respondents' Years of Experience as Principal 116 
3. Principals' Years Remaining in the Principalship 117 
4. Principals' Age Reported in Categories 118 
5. Principals' Gender 119 
6. Principals' Educational Level 120 
7. School Community Served 120 
8. Understanding the A+ Law 122 
9. Conflict Resolution Skills 123 
10. Teacher Decision Making Will Improve Student Performance 124 
11. High-stakes Testing Will Improve Student Performance 125 
12. Principals' Evaluation of Specific A+ Components 126 
13. Open-ended Question 1 (Survey question 12) How will A+ influence the 
way you manage your roles and responsibilities as a building principal? 129 
14. Open-ended Question 2 (Survey question 13) How do you feel about 
involving different stakeholder groups in decision making as it relates to 
student performance? 135 
15. Open-ended Question 3 (Survey question 14) How has the A+ legislation 
made your role more political, if at all? 139 
X111 
LIST OF TABLES (continued) 
Table Page 
16. Open-ended Question 4 (Survey question 15) If you could amend A+ 
legislative components, what suggestions would you offer? 143 
17. District Support for School Councils 150 
18. District Support for Extra Remedial Days 151 
19. District Support for Principals' 5 Teaching Days 152 




The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 (H.B. 1187) has mandated 
comprehensive educational improvement for Georgia schools. Changes in the way 
schools are organized, the way student and school performance is assessed, and the way 
parents and the business community are involved in school affairs have affected the role 
of the principal. Traditionally perceived as the leader of the organization (Bredeson, 
1992; Conley, 1993; Tanner & Stone, 1998; Yukl, 1998), the principal has been required 
to share decision-making, develop or support a cooperative and collegial school culture, 
and maintain accountability for school progress, while administering state and local 
policy in the management of daily functions. 
The role of the principal has been defined as the most crucial element to a 
successful school (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan & Lee, 1982; Chopra, 1994; Glasman. 1986; 
Manatt, 1989; Niece, 1993). However, Ashby, Vomberg, Yerkes, Whitaker, and Stone 
(1996) reflected that the role of the principal is in a state of transformation. Teschke 
(1996) supported this observation and elaborated that the delegated power once held by 
the principal has been diminished. 
Characterizing the influence of the leader on reform, Christenson (1993) 
acknowledged "the success or failure of any type of change within the school rests upon 
the principal and his/her ability to resist, ignore, accept or lead the reform" (p. 16). 
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Likewise, Schlechty (1991) postulated that the source of authority determines the success 
or failure of school reform. He stated those in authority "make this determination, not 
so much because they are leaders, but because they are in a position to determine . . . who 
among their subordinates will be empowered to lead" (p. 154). 
Background of the Study 
The notion of school reform has been viewed as a familiar phenomenon that has 
occurred throughout the history of American public education (Carlson, 1996). Gainey 
(1993) described education as "a holistic living process made up of interacting and 
interdependent systems" (p. 28). Given this definition, educational change or reform can 
be envisioned as a constant, within the framework of the organization as an organic entity 
(Daft, 1995). 
A Nation At Risk (1983) promulgated the abysmal condition of public 
education in the United States as the perceived threat of diminishing global 
competitiveness emerged. This publication advocated the imperative to reform American 
educational organizations and generated a crisis approach to school improvement. 
School leaders were exhorted to become catalytic agents of change. 
Three subsequent documents, Ernest Boyer's High School (1983), Theodore 
Sizer's Horace's Compromise (1984), and John Goodlad's A Place Called School (1984) 
confirmed the need for school improvement (Lunenburg, 1992). Among the many 
recommendations made, the condemnation of the archaic organization of schools (Sizer, 
1984), outdated teaching methods and curricula (Goodlad, 1984), and lack of 
responsiveness to the external environment (Boyer, 1983), confirmed the antiquated 
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status of public education in America. Organizational structuring was a major difference 
found between A Nation at Risk (1983) and the subsequent three reports 
(Lunenburg, 1992). Boyer, Sizer, and Goodlad promoted reorganization from a 
decentralized perspective, and A Nation At Risk (1983) supported a centralized approach 
to reform (Lunenburg, 1992). Following the publication of these reports, many states 
mandated reform initiatives to improve their educational systems (Carlson, 1996) and this 
period became known as the first wave of educational reform. 
In 1986, reports from the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession and A 
Time for Results published by the National Governors' Association, emphasized the need 
for treating teachers as experts and leaders, encouraged increasing teacher participation in 
school decisions, and accentuated strengthening academic standards for students and 
elevating standards for teachers. This focus on the professionalization of teaching 
strengthened the merits of decentralization. 
When top-down directives were viewed as ineffective, decentralization was 
thought to be the panacea for prior reform initiatives by many policy makers and 
practitioners (Carlson, 1996). The decentralization concept became widely recognized as 
restructuring (Carlson, 1996; Murphy, 1993) the second wave of educational reform 
(Lunenburg, 1992). 
School restructuring has been described as the examination and alteration of 
relationships, roles, and responsibilities (Carlson, 1996) of key organization members and 
external influences (Lunenburg, 1992). Essential components illustrated in the 
restructuring process included "changes to the core technology, alterations in the design 
of work, and revisions in the organization and governance structure" (Murphy, 1993). 
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Georgia state officials responded to federal, national, and state educational 
reform initiatives in 1982, by examining the status of educational leadership in the state 
through a study conducted by the Professional Practices Commission (Davis, Anderson & 
Kolka, 1986). Four studies were conducted from 1982-1985 (1986) that concentrated 
attention on the Georgia principalship. These studies explored superintendents', 
principals', and teachers' perceptions of principals' leadership in public schools in the 
state. Recommendations were presented that emphasized improving educational 
administrator preparation programs, improving standards for recruitment and selection of 
principals, improving principals' professional growth opportunities and requiring written 
performance evaluations for school leaders (1986). These perceptions and 
recommendations were considered as the state legislature drafted and adopted the Quality 
Basic Education Act of 1985 (QBE), (Code Section 20-2-131 G) Georgia's initial effort 
toward comprehensive educational improvement (1986). QBE addressed administrator 
issues such as certification requirements (Code Section 20-2-200), professional growth 
(Code Section 20-2-201), staff development (Code Section 20-2-230), and evaluation 
(Code Section 20-2-210). 
The advent of comprehensive educational reform through enactment of 
Georgia House Bill 1187 has compelled reconceptualization of the role of the Georgia 
principal. Managing change has been perceived as a key component in implementing 
reforms (Hallinger & Hausman, 1993), however conflict has been expressed as to the 
most suitable characterization of the principal's role during restructuring (Hallinger & 
Hausman, 1993; Talbot & Crow, 1997). 
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Participatory decision making including key school stakeholders has produced 
conflict and ambiguity ( Peterson & Warren, 1994) requiring skills that principals have 
been ill prepared to execute (Sims, 1993). Furthermore, skepticism that principals 
possessed visionary capacity to successfully lead their schools into the 21st century has 
been expressed (Hoyle, 1995). 
Nurturing the climate within which productive change can occur has been 
ascribed to a leadership orientation that encouraged distribution of power and control 
among stakeholders (Conley, 1993; Sergiovanni, 1990). Reluctance to relinquish 
authority, however, has hampered principals from assuming the facilitative posture 
(Conley, 1993; Hallinger, Murphy, & Hausman, 1992). 
Although principals have participated in micropolitical activity due to the 
nature of organizational life (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980), reform implementation has 
demanded a more thorough understanding of the macropolitical perspective (Bacharach 
& Mundell, 1993; Cuban, 2000). The requisite for political savvy, viewed as a critical 
skill for principals (Bacharach & Mitchell, 1987; Blase & Anderson, 1995; Carlson, 
1996; Elmore, 1997; Hoyle, 1999; Richardson, Flanigan, Smith, & Woodrum, 1997; 
West, 1999), has been intensified as external entities attempt to influence educational 
agendas (Cuban, 2000; Mitchell & Boyd, 1998). 
Georgia educators began implementing provisions of the A+ Education Reform 
Act on July 1, 2000 (HB 1187). Reforms that affect roles, rules, and responsibilities of 
Georgia principals have been imposed by the state legislature to improve education for 
Georgia's student population. 
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Provisions that included formation of school councils (Code Section 20-2-286), 
reduction of pupil-teacher ratio (Code Section 20-2-161), program modifications 
(Code Sections 20-2-153; 20-2-154), expanded recertification requirements (Code 
Section 20-2-200), increased and stringent accountability mandates that result in ratings 
for schools that reward or punish staffs (Code Sections 20-14-25; 20-14-33; 20-14-38; 
20-14-41; 20-2-281), are among those that have required school leaders to review current 
functioning, and design strategies for accomplishing stated directives. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study was undertaken to explore the role of the Georgia elementary 
principal as the initial phase of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 was implemented. 
Comprehensive educational reform in Georgia mandated by the law has redesigned 
principals' roles and responsibilities. 
Educational researchers have neither definitively described the transitional 
nature of the role of the principal in a restructuring school nor have they delineated the 
actual function of the principal during monumental change efforts. It was the intent of 
this researcher to solicit information from a large number of Georgia elementary 
principals regarding role-change perceptions during the initial phase of restructuring. 
Given that many aspects of the new legislation have addressed systemic 
organizational reevaluation, one facet of the study explored elementary principals' 
beliefs about how they perceived the value of specific aspects of the law. Another 
feature of the study examined whether perceptions varied by professional and personal 
demographic information solicited from elementary school principals. A third aspect of 
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the study explored whether principals perceived that their districts supported them during 
the initial phase of reform implementation. 
Five studies were found that have been conducted in Georgia since 1982, 
providing insight regarding principals' role perceptions. No research has been discovered 
however, exploring Georgia principals' role perceptions as a result of reform 
implementation. Therefore, it was the intent of this researcher to complement the 
existing knowledge base of principals' role transformation as a result of imposed school 
reform. 
Research Questions 
Research questions that were explored in the study included: 
1. Do Georgia elementary principals perceive that the A+ Education 
Reform Act of 2000 will change their roles? 
2. Do Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of role change as a 
result of implementation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 vary by (a) 
length of service; (b) projected length of service; (c) age; (d) gender; 
(e) educational level (M. Ed., Ed. S., Ed. D./Ph. D.); or (f) school 
geographical location (urban, suburban, rural)? 
3. Have Georgia elementary principals received district support for 
implementation of specific components of the A+ Education Reform Act of 
2000? 
Significance of the Study 
Five studies have been found that explored Georgia principals' role 
perceptions, since the commencement of the work of the Professional Standards 
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Commission in 1982. In a statewide study, Page and Page (1985) explored principals' 
perceptions of the degree to which they believed their academic preparation enabled them 
to perform job functions effectively, and their perceived difficulty in conducting 
numerous role functions. Bowden (1990) focused on the instructional leader orientation 
of the Georgia principal and its relationship to teacher evaluation. Gray (1992) examined 
instructional leadership preparedness, concentrating on the high school principal. Boyer 
(1997) conducted a statewide study exploring principals' perceptions of their ideal and 
authentic roles and examined differences among elementary, middle and high school 
principals based on demographic variables. 
Blase and Blase (1999) examined principals' perceptions of their leadership as a 
result of participation in The League of Professional Schools program, a restructuring 
initiative which emphasized shared governance. These studies have provided relevant, 
informative contributions to the knowledge base on the principalship, although each 
study described principals' perceptions outside of the mandated-reform perspective. 
No study, to date, has been found that investigated Georgia elementary 
principals' role transformation as a result of mandated restructuring initiatives 
described in the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000. This researcher attempted to 
provide informative, unique, baseline data upon which future studies may be built 
regarding principals' perceptions of their roles during initial reform implementation. 
Inquiry into the relevance of studying roles has revealed that roles have provided 
the framework within which individuals organize social expectations (Horrocks & 
Jackson, 1972). Performed within a contextual perspective, role implementation varies 
according to situational circumstances, and is influenced by the individual's cognitive 
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development, personal qualities, values, and relationships with others (Horrocks & 
Jackson). 
From an organizational perspective, "theories and research usually treat 
leadership as the province of certain roles in organizations" (Ogawa & Bossert, 1995, p. 
228). Functioning as heads of school organizational units, principals have been described 
as those performing the leadership role (Ogawa & Bossert, 1995). Greenfield (1995), 
corroborated role performance defined by Horrocks and Jackson (1972) and offered a 
more specific, related perspective, postulating that principals' personal attributes 
contributed to the ways in which they perceived and solved problems, and in general, to 
the ways they conceptualized and interpreted their roles. Specific problems challenging 
school leaders included moral, social/interpersonal, instructional, managerial and political 
role demands (1995). This study served to expand current data on role conception and 
role demands as a result of participation in comprehensive reform implementation. 
A preponderance of evidence has acknowledged that the role of the principal is 
complex, vague, ambiguous, and experiencing transformation. Fullan (1997) 
specified the nature of principals' role change maintaining that 
there is greater internal and external complexity;. . . greater need for building 
relationships in situations of diversity and conflict;. . . more need for fighting 
against systems that foster dependency and otherwise keep the principals off 
balance;. . . more call for reflection and proaction. (p. 24) 
Numerous researchers have described the need for reconstruction of the 
principal's role to meet the needs of school populations in the midst of restructuring, and 
for meeting the challenges of the 21st century (Conley, 1993; Hallinger, 1992; Hallinger 
& Hausmaa, 1993; Leithwood, 1992; 1994; Sagor, 1992; Schlechty, 1991; Sergiovanni, 
1990). Richardson, Flanigan, Smith, and Woodrum (1997) proposed that "the role of the 
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educational leader is constantly changing, perhaps at a greater rate today than at any time 
in the history of this country" (p. 296). A paucity of research, however, has chronicled 
specifically how the role of the principal changes during implementation of reform 
initiatives (Hallinger & Hausman, 1993). 
Furthermore, it has been suggested that the vastness of the principal's role may 
have influenced the national shortage of qualified principals to fill existing vacancies 
(Tirozzi & Ferrandino, 2000). Implementing reform initiatives has been cited as a reason 
that the principal's role has expanded (Sinatra, 2001; Tirozzi & Ferrandino, 2000). A call 
for redefinition and revision of the principal's role to eradicate the shortage, and 
encourage recruitment of qualified individuals to assume the position has been suggested 
(Tirozzi & Ferrandino, 2000). The study attempted to elucidate elementary principals' 
role change in the wake of initial implementation of Georgia reform mandates. 
Assumptions 
The following assumptions were acknowledged: 
1. Elementary principals will feel that their perceptions of the A+ Education 
Reform Act of 2000 are important, and will take the necessary time to respond 
to the survey. 
2. Research results will be informative to policy makers, university officials, 
Georgia State Department officials, and practitioners, regarding 




The descriptive research design was employed to address the research questions 
previously stated. Two purposes were served by utilizing this method of inquiry. The 
researcher attempted to determine perceived effects of the A+ Education Reform Act of 
2000 on Georgia elementary principals' roles, and explore differences among respondent 
groups. 
An original survey was developed that addresses specific components of the 
reform law. Both open and closed form items were included to provide as thorough an 
investigation as possible, of principals' perceptions of the specified facets of the law. 
The attitude scale has been depicted as a preferred method of inquiry over the personal 
interview method, and has been described as an efficient method for obtaining responses 
from large groups of respondents (Edwards, 1957). 
In order to ensure face validity of the survey instrument, a panel of experts was 
selected to review the questionnaire (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996). Recommendations 
assisted the researcher in survey revision. 
Ascertaining content validity and reliability of the instrument was achieved by 
conducting a pilot survey on selected Georgia elementary principals (Gall, et al., 1996). 
Principals participating in the pilot survey assisted the researcher in determining whether 
survey questions reflected intended accuracy and clarity. 
Subjects 
The subjects for the study included a random sample of 588 currently employed 
Georgia elementary school principals (Gall, et al., 1996). Principals of special entities 
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(e.g. psychoeducational schools, alternative schools, etc.) were not selected to participate 
in the study. 
Data Analysis 
Both quantitative and qualitative methods were employed to analyze data. The 
research questions addressed by the survey items represented on the Likert scale were 
attempted to be analyzed quantitatively utilizing the multiple regression and analysis of 
variance statistical methods. Four personal and demographic variables were considered 
predictor variables. It was attempted to explore data in order to reveal whether differences 
among respondent groups existed utilizing the multiple regression method, and to confirm 
or deny the degree of difference among groups (Gall, et al., 1996). One-way analysis of 
variance explored differences in perceptions according to categorical independent 
variables and to determine between-groups and within-groups variance in principals' 
perceptions (Gall, et al.). Computer software was employed to conduct quantitative 
computations (SPSS, 1998). 
Open-ended questions were analyzed qualitatively. The value of qualitative 
research has been described as providing a means "to explore, explain, or describe the 
phenomenon of interest" (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 33). Furthermore, 
qualitative research provides an avenue for interpreting meaning from words provided by 
survey participants (Marshall & Rossman). Computer software, N5 (QSR, 2000) was 
used to reduce data to manageable themes, patterns and categories. 
The role of Georgia elementary principals may be described as transforming as a 
result of the implementation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000. 
Principals, considered critically important organizational members charged with 
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successfully instituting the mandated restructuring initiatives, provided invaluable 
information to policy makers, legislators, university officials, the Georgia State 
Department of Education, and Georgia principals, regarding challenges they 
experienced as the definitions of traditional roles are rewritten. 
Limitations 
Generalizability of study results will be limited specifically to Georgia elementary 
school principals. Applicability of components of the reform initiative differ among the 
elementary, middle and high school levels. Generalizability may be applicable to 
elementary principals in other states, participating in similar reform mandates. 
Delimitations 
The population surveyed included a representative sample of Georgia 
public elementary school principals. Middle and high school principals, and 
principals of those public schools designated as "special entities", according to the 
Georgia Public Schools Directory (Georgia Department of Education. 2000) were 
excluded from the study. 
Definition of Terms 
A+ Education Reform Act is the comprehensive educational reform document 
authored by Georgia Governor Roy Barnes and signed into law on April 25, 2000 
(Georgia Legislature, 2000). This document details educational reform measures that 
will be implemented in Georgia schools, effective July 1, 2000. 
Oecentralizatinn refers to devolving authority for making specified decisions to 
those responsible for implementing the decisions. 
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Georgia elementary school principals are individuals serving as administrative 
heads of elementary schools in the 180 state school districts. 
Elementary school is defined as a school containing prekindergarten or 
kindergarten and grades one, two, three, four, and five. Some systems specify elementary 
schools as primary schools containing grades prekindergarten, kindergarten, and grades 
one and two, or some combination of these grades. Sometimes third grade is included in 
the designation. Some systems may designate intermediate schools that include grades 
three, four and five or some combination of these grades. Some systems include only 
grades four and five in the intermediate category. A number of districts include grades 
K-6 or K-8 in the elementary school categorization. A small number of schools include 
K-12 grades in one facility. For the purposes of the study designations labeled 
elementary school will be accepted, as well as any school containing grades PK-5. 
Local school councils are entities constituted by legislative, district or local 
mandate to involve a variety of stakeholders in making school decisions. Membership in 
councils primarily consists of the school principal, parents or guardians of students 
attending the school, teachers, and, in some states, members of the local community. In 
some states councils have power to make decisions involving personnel, budget, 
curriculum and other aspects of schooling and have essentially removed authority for 
decision making from the principal, however, the principal remains accountable for 
council decisions. The Georgia A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 has mandated the 
formation of councils as advisory bodies that will provide recommendations to principals. 
Membership will be comprised of the principal, two teachers who are not parents of 
students in the school, two parents or guardians of students enrolled in the school, and 
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two business partners. All members will be elected for 2-year terms. Parents and 
teachers will be elected from the eligible parent and teacher populations by those 
populations. One business partner will be appointed by the local board of education, and 
the newly elected nonbusiness partner members will elect the second business partner 
from among the eligible partners of the local school. 
Macropolitics refers to external influences that pressure organizational activity 
(Bacharach & Mundell, 1993). 
Micropolitics describes the study of political activity within organizations 
(Bacharach & Mundell, 1993). 
Personal and professional characteristics of Georgia elementary school 
principals that were examined included length of service, projected time to remain in the 
principalship, age, gender, educational level (M. Ed., Ed. S., and Ed. D./Ph. D.), and 
school-community description (urban, suburban, and rural). 
Reforms are strategic changes utilized to improve school performance. 
Throughout the course of history various innovations have been developed and 
implemented to remedy school problems. Contemporary reforms include school choice, 
school restructuring, and school-based management (Carlson, 1996). 
Restructuring describes the reorganization of roles, rules and relationships among 
organizational members (Carlson, 1996) and external influences (Lunenburg, 1992). 
Restructuring calls for utilizing reform strategies to make changes in curriculum, 
instructional practices (Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1994), organization, and governance 
(Murphy, 1993). According to Barth (1991), restructuring is a never-ending quest to 
improve individual and collective professional performance, for the benefit of students. 
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Site-based decision making (SBDM). School-based decision making (SBDM), 
site-based management CSBfVO. and school-based management (SBM), are basically 
synonymous in the research literature. SBM is a school governance reform effort 
involving various stakeholders including parents, teachers, community members, and 
administrators in making decisions at the local school for school improvement. 
According to some researchers, specific prerequisites must exist for authentic site-based 
decision making to be achieved (Odden & Wohlstetter, 1996). The authority to make 
decisions regarding personnel, curriculum and budget must be within the purview of the 
stakeholders of the school in order that decisions can be considered site-based (1996). 
This authority may be devolved from state or local entities. SBM is implemented in 
varying degrees among those states and districts employing the strategy, thus providing 
varying interpretations of the term. 
Special entities are specialty schools, including alternative schools, preschool 
programs, psychoeducational programs, vocational and technical schools, exceptional 
student programs, and evening schools (Georgia Department of Education. 2000). 
Summary 
The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 was officially introduced into Georgia 
public schools on July 1, 2000. Restructuring initiatives such as decentralization of 
organization power bases, distribution of decision-making authority to stakeholder 
groups, increased accountability for student performance, redesign of staff development, 
and reinforced certificate renewal standards necessitated a reevaluation of the role of the 
principal as it is transformed to meet new expectations demanded by educational reform 
in Georgia. 
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As the designated school leader, the principal ultimately maintains accountability 
for mandated change. Successful implementation of reforms has been perceived by some 
to be related to the leadership of the individual charged with managing change. A 
facilitative, empowering leadership orientation has been suggested to encourage 
successful change implementation, however principals have been described as reluctant 
to surrender authority, impeding adoption of the facilitative perspective. 
Principals, key organizational members, have been compelled to be responsive to 
not only internal but also external demands as interest groups attempt to influence 
educational issues. Keen understanding of both the micropolitical process and 
macropolitical pressures has been accentuated as crucial to the role of the 
principal. As reforms are implemented, political poise has become compulsory for 
principals in fulfilling the role of organizational leader. 
The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 was drafted to improve the academic 
performance of Georgia students. In contrast with QBE, the initial attempt at school 
improvement in Georgia, the new reform law incorporated more complex and extensive 
dimensionalities in relation to principals' duties and responsibilities. 
The role of the principal has expanded, requiring more time, effort, and energy to 
complete difficult tasks. Various education theorists and researchers expressed doubts 
that some principals possessed the capability to perform effectively as leaders during the 
21st century. The complexity of environmental influences, the increasing political 
context of the job, and the lack of a vision for the future were stated reasons for 
skepticism. 
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The complex, ambiguous role of the principal will be further confounded as 
imposition of restructuring mandates that application of standardized edicts be 
contextually constructed to serve the needs of students, parents, faculties, staffs, and 
communities. Elementary principals in Georgia have been provided the opportunity to 
design a template of role transition as they embraced directives from the state legislature. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Georgia Governor Roy Barnes formulated the Education Reform Study 
Commission in 1999. Membership included representation from the business 
community, the Georgia Legislature, teachers, administrators, and education 
affiliates. The 64-member panel that ultimately made recommendations leading to the 
A+ Education Reform Act of 2000, did not include a proportionate number of public 
school administrators and teachers from which to gather feedback for drafting the 
comprehensive educational reform document (Governor's Education Reform Study 
Commission, 1999). The bulk of the 64-member panel was comprised of business 
representatives and Georgia legislators. Although much of the legislation will be 
implemented at the system and local school site, of 1,800 building principals and 180 
public school superintendents in the state of Georgia (Shumake, 2000), only two 
representatives from each group were invited to participate on the panel. According to 
Serico (1998) "advocates of shared decision-making initiatives argue that educational 
decisions will improve and are more likely to be implemented if they are made by those 
closest to the effects of the decision" (p. 6). 
Correspondingly, YukI (1998) proposed that decision acceptance is an important 
preliminary component to decision implementation. Elaborating on Vroom and Yetton's 
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Normative Decision Model, Yukl (1998) stated, "participation increases decision 
acceptance if it is not already high, and the more influence subordinates have in making a 
decision, the more they will be motivated to implement it successfully" (p. 128). 
Decision effectiveness, according to Vroom and Yetton (1973), "is influenced by both its 
quality or rationality and by the extent to which it is accepted by subordinates" (p. 26). 
Fullan (1997) described the changing role of the principal and the consequences of 
exclusion from the decision-making process succinctly: "the role of principals in 
implementing innovations is more often than not a case of being on the receiving end of 
externally initiated changes" (p. ix). 
Principals, essentially excluded from participation in drafting educational 
reform in Georgia, have been charged with implementation of many directives issued by 
the new law. As heads of their organizations, principals intimately are engaged in 
merging local visions and beliefs with state edicts. The manner in which this is 
accomplished calls for change-management skills and abilities essential for effective 
reform implementation (Hallinger & Hausman, 1993). Whether school leaders 
possessed the necessary skills and abilities to provide the leadership necessary in the 
wake of comprehensive reform efforts has been questioned (Hoyle, 1995). 
Bennis and Nanus (1997) have offered evidence from leadership studies that 
defied the conceptualization of compulsory dictates. They claimed "leadership is not so 
much the exercise of power itself as the empowerment of others" (p. 209). Furthermore, 
they averred 
leaders lead by pulling rather than by pushing; by inspiring rather than by 
ordering; by creating achievable, though challenging, expectations and 
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rewarding progress toward them rather than by manipulating; by enabling people 
to use their own initiative and experiences rather than by denying or constraining 
their experiences and actions, (p. 209) 
Corroborating this postulation, Yukl (1998) advised that in implementing change 
the essential role of top management is to formulate an integrating vision and 
general strategy, build a coalition of supporters who endorse the strategy, then 
guide and coordinate the process by which the strategy will be implemented. 
Instead of specifying detailed guidelines for change at all levels of the 
organization, it is much better to encourage middle- and lower-level managers to 
transform their own units in a way that is consistent with the vision and strategy. 
Top management should provide encouragement, support, and necessary 
resources to facilitate change, but should not dictate how to do it. (p. 448) 
The essence of the investigative endeavor has been to determine how Georgia 
principals further the goals of their institutions within the framework of imposed 
reform mandates. That relationships, roles and responsibilities (Carlson, 1996) may have 
been altered as a result of the new law has required a reexamination of Georgia 
principals' roles. 
Role of the Principal 
The role of the principal has changed since the 1920s to parallel business and 
industry transformations, societal values and expectations (Beck & Murphy, 1993). From 
the 1920s to the 1960s, the principal's role was traditionally described as "administrative 
manager" (Hallinger, 1992; Hallinger & Hausman, 1993). During the 1960s and 1970s 
reform efforts aimed at curricular innovations, particularly in the areas of math and 
science and federally mandated programs for "special student populations" required 
increased emphasis on management of federal programs and the financial obligations that 
accompanied them (Hallinger, 1992). 
In contrast to their earlier role, which was oriented to maintaining the status quo, 
programme/curriculum management was implicitly oriented toward school 
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improvement and change. As a result of increased federal intervention in local 
policy, principals came to be viewed as potential change agents. 
(Hallinger, 1992, p. 36) 
The major emphasis of the principal's role during this time, however, was compliance 
manager rather than innovator (Hallinger, 1992). 
Since the 1980s the role of the principal has been characterized as 
instructional leader of the school (Heck, 1992; Rallis & Highsmith, 1986; Richardson, 
Flanigan, Prickett, & Short, 1991; Terry, 1996; Zheng, 1996). This description 
resulted from state educational agencies' attempts to "reform the principalship in an 
image compatible with the currently popular conception of effective schooling . . . [that] 
demanded a deemphasis in the principal's role as a manager and greater stress on 
instructional leadership responsibilities" (Hallinger & Hausman, 1993, p. 1). An 
expectation existed for principals to promote school improvement through active 
participation with teachers in the curriculum and instructional arenas (Hallinger, 1992). 
Although this expectation was pervasive, there was an "inability of the effective schools 
studies to document the processes by which leaders helped their schools to become 
instructionally effective" (Hallinger, 1992, pp. 37-38). Hallinger (1992) further noted 
that the principal's role remained primarily that of manager. Regarding the instructional 
leader role, Hallinger and Hausman (1993) stated that during the 1990s "shifting 
priorities have already begun to diminish the viability of this image of the principalship" 
(p. 1). 
Glickman (1991) also supported the contention that the instructional leader 
title was no longer applicable to principal leadership evidenced in effective schools. He 
elaborated that 
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the principal of a successful school is not the instructional leader but the 
coordinator of teachers as instructional leaders. The arrogance by which the 
education community has embraced the concept of "principal as instructional 
leader" is mindboggling. We really want to believe ... in the principal as Rambo, 
leading a school up the path of glory. This concept-the principal as all knowing, 
all wise and transcendant in vision, who can lead the staff development council 
and the curriculum council, be an expert on group facilitation and organizational 
change, can spend 50 percent of his or her time in classrooms with uncanny 
analytical and conferencing abilities, deal with all manner of students, staff, 
parents, and communities, plus fill out all necessary forms, run all the schedules, 
and take care of maintaining the air conditioner and fumace-this is an 
incomprehensible idea for supporting school reform, (p. 7) 
During the early history of formal state restructuring efforts throughout the 
country, Richardson and his associates (1991) theorized that transformation of the 
principal's role from that of instructional leader to facilitator was of supreme 
importance. This reorientation was perceived to be especially significant in view of the 
demand for the principal to assume a collaborative posture in relating to stakeholders, a 
primary component of restructuring initiatives. 
Sergiovarmi (1992) criticized the instructional leader designation as the 
antithesis of the concept of transformational leadership. He postulated that the title 
instructional leader suggests that others have got to be followers. The 
legitimate instructional leaders, if we have to have them, ought to be teachers. 
And principals ought to be leaders of leaders: people who develop the 
instructional leadership in their teachers, (p. 48) 
Expanding this notion, Hallinger and Hausman (1993) examined data from a 
single case study involving the changing role of the principal and observed that "the 
ability to manage complex change in collaboration with other school based leaders-both 
parents and teachers-is a skill that seems to be of paramount importance" (p. 140). 
Although the instructional leadership role for the principal has been well 
documented as obsolete, Doud and Keller (1998), summarizing the 1998 study of the 
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elementary and middle school principalship conducted by the National Association of 
Elementary School Principals, related that the most significant principal role for K-8 
practitioners was that of instructional leader. Effective principals of the future were 
characterized as requiring better preparation, capable of designing visionary paths for 
schools, and realistically identifying methods for achieving those visions, as well as 
possessing skills of persuasion to influence others to adopt those visions. Findings from 
a recent study conducted by Kibbons (1999) revealed similar conclusions. The role for 
principals found to be most important emphasized the instructional leader orientation. 
Survey respondents from the tri-county area in Illinois included superintendents, 
principals, board of education presidents, and local school council chairpersons. 
Restructuring and the Principal's Role 
Emphasizing the effect of reform initiatives on the role of the principal, Duke 
(1992) cautioned that reform efforts such as those encouraging the sharing of 
decision-making authority with teachers, coupled with added state and local 
guidelines and directives might result in a reduced pool of educators interested in the 
building administrator position. He assumed that, if those candidates believed the 
reforms would mandate increased accountability but reduce authority, the 
principalship might lose its allure. 
Hallinger and Hausman (1993) concluded from their longitudinal study of a 
restructuring school district that, "although the importance of the principal to the 
success of school restructuring is often asserted, there is no consensus among 
practitioners, researchers, or policymakers as to the appropriate role of the principal in a 
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restructured school" (p. 28). They further found that school principals faced new role 
expectations. They advised that 
successful adaptation to this context requires a personal transformation in the way 
principals think and act. We expect that many principals will have 
difficulty making this adaptation, not only because of personal factors, but also 
because of the level of ambiguity and uncertainty inherent in 
organizations during periods of transformational change, (p. 32) 
According to Rinehart and Russo (1995), the creation of school councils by the 
Kentucky Education Reform Act was one of the most significant aspects of the law in 
relation to school administrators, since it transformed the way principals performed their 
job responsibilities. Contradicting this notion, however, in a 1995 survey of 561 Utah 
principals, Talbot and Crow (1997) found few differences in the ways principals 
performed leadership functions whether or not they were participants in the voluntary 
state-sponsored Centennial Schools restructuring program. 
Education theorists and researchers have suggested that, in practicing 
leadership, a multidisciplinary, contextual orientation is required of organizational 
leaders (Shriberg, Lloyd, Shriberg, & Williamson, 1997). Davidson and St. John (1993) 
discovered in their study on school restructuring and the role of the principal that there 
was 
a linkage between the leadership style of the principal and the school's success 
with the school restructuring process; and ... the role of the principal appears to 
be a crucial aspect of school restructuring. However, the process of changing the 
leadership style of the principals is a complex process that cannot be easily 
transported from one school to another or from university trainers to schools, (p. 
13) 
Similarly, Heck (1991) postulated that institutionalizing educational reform "may require 
more leadership than can be reasonably ascribed to one individual" (p. 76). He cautioned 
that principals "must not only be capable of providing strong leadership when required. 
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but also must understand how contextual situations and political processes in conjunction 
with the individual leader may affect interactions among organizational members and 
resulting school outcomes" (p. 68). The presumption that leadership style is contextual 
provides a multi-dimensional approach to examining the principal's role, especially 
during times of massive change. 
In a study conducted on elementary principals' role change in the 
restructuring process, Sims (1993), found that principals "feel unprepared for their roles 
today as they shift from the management/instructional leadership role to the educational 
leadership role" (p. 83). Successful principals engaged in various stages of restructuring 
were not found to be "the instructional leaders, but the educational leaders who mobilize 
the expertise, talent, and care of others" (p. 75). Further, Sims discovered a correlation 
between teachers' and principals' perceptions regarding role definition. These common 
elements included: "collaborative leader, facilitator of change, coordinator of leaders, 
catalyst to facilitate growth and improvement, visionary, resource provider, and mentor" 
(p. 76). Three commonalities among leaders from the participating schools emerged 
from the data 
1. Symbolic leadership played an important role in creating a supportive and 
nurturing culture for change. 
2. Principals demonstrated an active interest by spending time talking with 
teachers, planning and facilitating collegiality, and being knowledgeable about 
current trends and educational issues. 
3. Leadership was distributed. Decisionmaking was shared, (p. 77) 
Anderson and Shirley (1995) drew similar conclusions after investigating 15 high 
school faculties participating in a restructuring project in South Carolina. Success with 
the innovations was attributed to principals who were supportive of the initiative and 
became actively involved in its implementation. These principals sought to empower 
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their teachers, relying heavily on relationship building and developing a supportive, 
collaborative school climate. 
Likewise, Bista and Glasman (1998) corroborated Sims' findings in a 1992 study 
of 300 California principals. The principals perceived that their dominant leadership 
orientation existed in the human relations frame of the leadership model developed by 
Bolman and Deal. Utilizing the human relations frame proved to be "human-intensive 
and it involves providing support, encouraging growth, building morale, emphasizing 
human relations and using participatory management" (p. 44). 
Similar results were discovered by Blase and Blase (1999) after surveying nine 
exemplary Georgia principals who led their schools in participating in shared governance 
through the League of Professional Schools restructuring model. Interviewed principals 
found the process personally and professionally meaningful and growth oriented. They 
emphasized developing a school mission that was the foundation for all decision making. 
It was found that successful implementation of the process included the 
principal's willingness to assume a more democratic leadership orientation that 
involved building or enhancing working relationships with stakeholders based on trust, 
respect, and the desire to empower others. Successful implementation was also reflected 
in the principals" willingness to be held accountable for decisions made, the desire to 
strive for continuous growth through feedback from others, and participation in 
self-reflection. Correspondingly, Sebring and Bryk (2000) found in their study of reform 
in Chicago schools, that principal leadership was a crucial component in promoting 
school reform efforts and effective principals were found to lead their school councils 
through empowerment. 
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A key implication from a study on restructuring schools, reported by Bredeson 
(1992), was that it was imperative that teachers and principals "the key social actors most 
responsible for implementing change in schools, understand how particular changes in 
roles, rules and relationships affect role holders" (p. 19). In a review of empirical studies 
from seven countries, Murphy (1994) found that the principal's role was significantly 
altered in restructuring schools by an increase in expectations, with little reduction in 
workload. 
Voluntary participation in reform initiatives by Georgia principals and the 
resultant effects on their roles were explored in a study conducted by Boyer in 1997. He 
concluded that 
the principalship in Georgia has expanded more than it has changed. Georgia 
principals have embraced the principles of reform because their job 
perceptions and professional characteristics reflect the recommendations of 
contemporary educational theorists. This is evidenced by: 59% of all 
principals indicating formal adoption of some type of shared decision making 
including teachers, (p. 158) 
Pristine (1993) examined data from a longitudinal study on the role of the 
principal participating in a restructuring initiative entitled "Essential Schools" 
authored by the Coalition of Essential Schools. Essential schools implementing 
restructuring efforts began with a change at the school level involving "Nine 
Common Principles" established by the Coalition. It was found that "three categories 
emerged as significant and powerful new demands on principals: the necessity of sharing 
authority, the ability to participate without domination, and the capacity for facilitation" 
(p. 363). Further, the data indicated that 
principal participation was a crucial factor in promoting the importance and 
seriousness of the restructuring effort, providing essential organizational and 
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system information necessary for informed decision making, and positively 
affecting the interest and activity level of the teacher participants. 
Nevertheless, this participation had to be as an equal, (p. 365) 
A conclusion from the study provided yet another metaphor for the principal: 
"principal as enabler" (p. 374). Pristine stated that the "preeminent role of the principal 
should be one of helping, guiding and assisting teachers through thoughtfully designed 
learning experiences to assume a decision-making role and school-wide vision for 
change" (p. 374). 
Participation in the restructuring process has revealed the increasing political 
nature of the role of the principal. Examination of data collected from the School 
Restructuring Study (Peterson & Warren, 1994) advanced this notion. Peterson and 
Warren concluded that 
while this change in school governance has frequently increased the sense of 
empowerment of teachers and others, it has substantially changed the 
principal's role, transforming it into a complex role centered within the 
micropolitical environment of schools. It has made the principal's role more 
demanding, more uncertain and more complex, demanding increased skills in 
analyzing complicated and at times perplexing political situations and 
requiring new understandings of decision making, shared power, and conflict 
resolution, (pp. 234-235) 
A statewide study in Washington, conducted to determine principals' 
perceptions of principal role change and its effects, revealed that restructuring 
initiatives spanning a 5-year time frame had significantly altered their roles (Portin, Shen, 
& Williams, 1998). Principals reported a devolvement of decision making from their 
school districts, resulting in reallocation of administrative time and attention, but with 
little procedural direction. They indicated a requirement or encouragement from their 
districts to form advisory councils, but did not receive guidelines for operation or 
function. Increased responsibility for federal programs such as special education 
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demanded excessive time. The expanded public relations role accounted for an 
extraordinary amount of time and energy. 
In a study of school reform and the principal's role in Chicago schools, 
Naftchi-Ardebili, Mueller, Vallina, and Warwick (1992) observed that principals 
perceived that school reform had expanded their roles and responsibilities. The 
principals believed that their roles had become much more political due to interaction 
with and responsibility to local school councils. Principals conveyed that they perceived 
additional responsibilities in the areas of personnel selection, budget preparation, school 
improvement plan preparation and presentation, as well as administrative paperwork. 
Principals also noted that, due to the increase in administrative tasks, their participation in 
instructional issues and activities had diminished. These principals perceived their 
leadership orientation as collaborative. 
Principals, teachers, parents, and the general public responded to survey 
questions in 1995 conducted to assess their opinions regarding KERA, the Kentucky 
Education Reform Act of 1990 (Wilkerson, 1995). According to Wilkerson (1995) 
principals and teachers indicated that stress levels were extreme and both groups 
related that the stress affected both their abilities to function as professionals as well as 
their personal lives. 
Survey responses indicated, however, that 75% of the respondents agreed that the 
basic tenets upon which KERA was based were sound. All groups strongly agreed that 
the states' accountability index should be expanded to include not only test scores, but 
also measures of the schools' instructional practices. Principals, teachers, and school 
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council parents strongly agreed that academic expectations needed better definition, 
clarification, and expansion (Wilkerson, 1995). 
The reward and sanction provision of KERA received different ratings from 
principals working in schools that received rewards, contrasted with those working in 
schools that did not receive awards. Principals of schools receiving cash bonuses 
conveyed more favorable attitudes regarding KERA, specifically that the assessment 
program was reliable, that school councils and the primary school concept were 
functioning acceptably, and parents were supportive of the initiative. Conversely, those 
principals of schools not receiving rewards indicated that their stress levels and the stress 
levels of their teachers were inordinately high. These principals also more frequently 
questioned assessment reliability and validity (Wilkerson, 1995). 
In an ongoing longitudinal study of the influence of the Kentucky Education 
Reform Act (KERA) on rural schools, Kannapel, Coe, Aagaard, and Reeves (1999) 
discovered marked differences in the commitment to implementation of reforms 
between two rural schools located in different sections of the state. The sum of the 
research suggested that contextual differences in schools and their communities 
affected success with improving student performance as measured by the state's 
accountability index. A more subtle implication arose when school climate issues, and 
the leadership methods employed by the two principals were compared. 
Texas principals and teachers revealed negative feelings regarding the 
statewide reforms when surveyed in 1991 (Sandefur, & Hinely, 1991). Lack of 
involvement of professionals in the reform process was cited as a rationale for negative 
attitudes that resulted in diminished morale between both groups. A conclusion from the 
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study offered as a cautionary note to policy makers was to recognize the value of 
professional input in order to ensure the reforms were effectively implemented (Sandefur, 
& Hinely). 
Decentralization, Site-Based Management, and School Councils 
Site-based management (SBM) is rooted in organizational theory (Daft, 1995; 
Hall, 1996; Simon, 1997). The cooperative model of organization reflects a 
noncompetitive posture where decentralization, or flattening the organizational structure, 
increases organizational performance (Daft, 1995). Within the educational realm SBM is 
defined as 
a governance reform designed to shift the balance of authority among schools, 
districts and the state. This tends to be the rationale behind state efforts rather 
than district reforms, and it is often part of a larger reform agenda that claims to 
trade school autonomy for accountability to the state. (David, 1995, pp. 5-6) 
The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 initiated imperatives for statewide 
quasi-decentralization of local bureaucracies that have created new and expanded job 
responsibilities for the school principal. Although school councils have been described 
as advisory entities in the new law, principals will be required to embrace stakeholder 
influence on decisions made at the local site. Moreover, compromising principals' 
authority has political consequences, as obligation to develop and maintain harmonious 
relations with parents and community council members pressures principals to be 
responsive to and accepting of decision suggestions. These mandates have encouraged 
redefinition of the role of the Georgia school principal. 
The changing governance structure of schools has affected traditional roles of 
stakeholders (Tanner & Stone, 1998; Wohlstetter & Briggs, 1994). The principal, once 
ultimately accountable for school decisions, has relinquished power and authority to the 
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council composed of teachers, parents, and community members. Designated as the 
leader of the group, the principal assumed the role of facilitator, coaching stakeholders in 
the process of participative decision making (Tanner & Stone, 1998). A problematic 
aspect of administrator role transition was elucidated by Serico (1998), as he explained 
that "principals found it necessary to disguise the authority vested in them in an effort to 
create an illusion of shared governance" (p. 246). 
One year following comprehensive school reform in Chicago, Ford (1991) 
conducted interviews with 11 principals to determine perceived effects of reform on their 
roles. The principals attributed control over decisions, increased resources, and 
assistance with decision making from the Local School Councils (LSCs) as areas in 
which their roles had been altered. A contributing factor to positive perception of 
reform was revealed by the increased involvement in school matters by teachers who 
ultimately decreased the workload for principals. 
Ford (1991) found more negative comments on principals' perceptions of 
effects on their roles than positive ones. Frequent mention was made of time 
constraints, increased public relations duties, sharing power with the LSCs, and lack of 
support from district offices. Time constraints resulted from educating and 
communicating with LSC members regarding reform requirements and school issues. 
There appeared to be a lack of adequate preparation on the part of the lay community for 
participation on the council. Principals viewed managing conflict within council 
meetings as a major role change. Principals perceived that school climate was 
negatively affected by time constraints in that they were unable to maintain the level of 
visibility in the school that they had previously enjoyed. 
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Sharing power in decision making with LSCs, especially in the area of personnel 
selection, contributed to negative feelings of principals about the influence of reform on 
their roles. Principals believed that their expertise was superior to that of LSC members, 
and usurpation of their authority was viewed with disdain (Ford, 1991). 
Increased duties in the area of public relations caused consternation among the 
principals as they viewed their roles with the LSCs. The complexity and ambiguity of the 
relationship was revealed by the fact that principals were leaders of the LSCs, but were 
subject to dismissal by the membership. Principals decried a deemphasis on instructional 
improvement. 
Carlin (1992) also investigated Chicago school reform issues in the early years of 
implementation. After interviewing principals, he reported that the principal's role had 
evolved to one similar to that of a superintendent working with a board of education. 
Decisions involving issues perceived by the principals as exceedingly controversial or 
adversarial were often left unresolved. In effect, those principals who were politically 
adept were able to persuade their councils to do anything they wanted within specified 
parameters. Failure to utilize the political process effectively often resulted in principals' 
dismissal by the councils. 
In a recent study of principals' perceptions of restructuring in an urban 
Midwestern school system, Bechtel (1998) discovered that principals believed little 
power was actually devolved to the individual schools. The autonomy issue was not 
perceived as anything more than a written policy statement that was in actuality 
unimplemented (Bechtel). 
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Heralded as one of the most comprehensive undertakings in the school reform 
movement, the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) of 1990 mandated an overhaul 
of the state's educational system (Russo, 1997) and its breadth has not been duplicated 
elsewhere in the United States (Hunter, 1999). Primary components of the law included 
restructuring of curriculum, finance, school governance, (Russo) a primary program in 
place of traditional K-3 models, extensive professional development, performance-based 
assessments, an accountability system of rewards and sanctions, and comprehensive use 
of technology (Hunter). 
The school governance facet of the law intended to bring parents, principals and 
teachers closer together in making decisions that would improve student performance. 
The site-based decision making (SBDM) councils were accorded power and authority for 
policy making at the local level. According to Russo (1997), no other state participating 
in comprehensive reform has granted the extensive control to councils that the Kentucky 
legislature accorded to its own state model. 
Districts were required to implement the council concept through a phase-in 
approach, with at least one school in each district formulating a council by June 30, 1991. 
Mandated compliance by all districts and all schools was expected by July 1, 1996. By 
that time 85% of all schools had formed school councils. Schools that outperformed the 
accountability index established for them by the state were exempted from the SBDM 
council requirement, and they deferred participation in the governance model. The 
deferment was extended until the next publication of test scores (Russo, 1997). 
The Kentucky councils were comprised of six individuals including the principal, 
the mandated chairman, three teachers, and two parents. Council members were elected 
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from their eligible constituencies. Parents affiliated in any way with the local board of 
education members were not considered eligible for membership. 
Minority representation was mandated, provided a school possessed eight percent or 
more minority enrollment. Council members were prohibited from serving consecutive 
terms that were limited to 2 years. Although the councils were considered 
power-wielding bodies, the local boards of education maintained authority and 
responsibility for the operation of schools within their respective districts (Russo, 1997). 
The council was responsible for setting policy that was required to be 
implemented by the school staff. Sixteen school governance functions fell within their 
purview. Of these, the most significant included filling personnel vacancies, and 
selecting textbooks and instructional materials (Russo, 1997). Additional important areas 
for which the councils established policy included curriculum and instructional practices, 
staff and pupil assignment, school space and schedules, discipline, classroom 
management and extracurricular activities (Russo). 
The principal retained ultimate authority for hiring personnel, but was 
required to confer with the council prior to making final decisions. According to Russo 
(1997), the council exerted the most influence in filling a principal vacancy. 
Civic groups have conducted training for parents selected for school council 
membership. The Pritchard Committee, the Kentucky PTA, and the Association of Older 
Kentuckians, who developed the Commonwealth Institute for Parent Leadership, initiated 
the most comprehensive training program for parents in 1997 (Hunter, 1999). 
Council autonomy was challenged in 1994 in Boone County Kentucky (Russo, 
1997) when the local board of education required a council to submit its improvement 
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plan for approval prior to implementation. Educators filed a lawsuit on behalf of the 
council, and the Supreme Court of Kentucky upheld the autonomy of the council. Some 
local boards of education have perceived the council mandate as a usurpation of their 
authority and power (Russo). 
KERA has received mixed reviews by Kentucky administrators and teachers. 
Although the Education Coalition that represented state education interest groups 
supported KERA, more veteran teachers retired during 1993 and 1994 than ever 
before. This was explained by some as a direct result of the reforms (Hunter, 1999). 
Of all the KERA mandates, accountability for student achievement emerged as 
the most controversial (Hunter, 1999). By 1996, modifications to the assessment facet of 
the law were introduced by the General Assembly, based on repeated criticism of the 
validity of the assessment system. Additional modifications were instituted in 1998, 
eliminating the assessments and accountability mandated during the initial years of 
KERA. The legislature required the Department of Education to develop a new 
accountability and assessment program that was to be implemented in 1999 (Hunter). 
According to Hunter (1999) reports of pupil progress indicated consistent 
improvement in student achievement by 1999. "Kentucky was one of only three states 
that made dramatic progress in reading, according to the National Association of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) results announced in March 1999" (pp. 514-515). The 
reforms have been attributed to the positive gains. Hunter reflected that "although there 
is not yet conclusive evidence of improved student achievement at all grade levels, there 
are positive indications that the state of learning in Kentucky is improving" (p. 516). 
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Lindle, Gale, and Curry (1996) compared survey data collected from 
Kentucky superintendents, council members, and non-SBDM principals over a 2-year 
period to determine the effectiveness of SBDM, the level of individual participation on 
councils, and functions performed by the councils. Data indicated that the SBDM 
process earned good to excellent ratings in individual schools and across districts. A 
major impediment to the success of SBDM was revealed as the time element involved in 
implementation. 
Council members reported that primary influence rested in hiring principals and 
other personnel, and in the budget process. Discipline and curriculum policies were 
deferred to committees, faculties assumed the tasks of text and instructional 
materials selection, and principals were provided discretion in making staff assignments 
and creating job classifications (Lindle et al., 1996). 
Exploring Kentucky rural school councils' functionality, Din (1998) discovered 
that despite the intent of the local governance issue, in some councils principals 
maintained primary decision-making authority. Results of the recent study indicated that 
overall, parents viewed the councils more positively than teachers. Principals considered 
councils in the least favorable light, with one third reporting that previously implemented 
governance structures were preferred to the council mandate. 
Few councils surveyed reported that their work was focused on instructional 
improvement issues. Advantages of council function included policy making, 
focusing on pertinent issues, considering students' needs, and shared governance (Din, 
1998). Problem areas such as lack of involvement by staff and parents, inefficiency, 
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district-level policy making, time, unequal membership status, and failure to focus on 
instructional issues were noted. 
Kentucky principals reported the inordinate amount of time required to educate 
council members on issues that they did not understand, working through 
recommendations deemed illogical or illegal, lack of productivity, and the politics 
surrounding council function as problem areas with SBDM, according to Rowland's 
(1999) survey results. Further, when asked how they would change KERA if they could, 
principals indicated that they would abolish SBDM councils. Rowland also found that 
principals perceived that their professional preparation for assuming the principalship had 
been inadequate. 
Researching implementation of state-mandated SBM in Texas high schools, 
Kemper (1999) discovered that "when decentralized school governance is established by 
a mandate instead of as a grassroots endeavor, it should not be expected that the 
governance structure by itself will bring about the desired changes" (pp. 178-179). 
Another revelation concentrated on the inconsistency regarding interpretation of the SBM 
facet of the law among urban, suburban, and rural schools. Kemper noted that greater 
consistency with interpretation existed between urban and suburban schools, however all 
three community types utilized decision-making structures that subverted the SBM 
committee functions. In effect, the mandate was ignored. According to Kemper "the 
continuation of rural schools utilizing informal participatory decision making ... in 
schools from all community types revealed that the SBM mandate lacked legitimacy in 
the eyes of some school administrators" (p. 184). Outcomes of the study indicated that 
school contextual variables and community type had influence on the degree to which 
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implementation of SBM was achieved. Kemper further noted that "the results of this 
study reveal the hazard of standardized treatment of schools at the legislative level" (p. 
191). 
Bauer (1998) postulated that despite the increased involvement site-based 
management has offered to stakeholders, policy-making influence has remained 
virtually unchanged. 
The relative power of principals to teachers and school staff to patrons tends to 
be unaltered. Meeting agendas are controlled by the principals. Informal norms 
dictate team roles: principals set policy, teachers deliver instruction, and parents 
support professional decisions. ... In other words, even if authority is devolved, 
lack of training, information, time and other resources results in councils having a 
limited impact on policy making. (Bauer, p. 110) 
Similar conclusions were drawn by Seitsinger (1998) in the study of two 
Northeastern elementary schools participating in SBM. Parents who initially began 
participating in the school governance strategy to assist with making changes 
eventually became "converts and supportive of a domesticated status-quo" whether the 
councils were mandatory or voluntary (Seitsinger, p. 27). 
In a study of 20 New York districts planning to implement state mandated 
site-based management, Bauer (1998) discovered critical elements that emerged as teams 
explored designs for effective site-based management. These components included 
attention to focus, scope, structure, process and support/capacity. 
The teams became cognizant of the necessity for incorporating local culture and 
organizational structure into the design process to encourage stakeholder "buy-in", 
understanding of the change, and to ensure successful implementation. This realization 
negated the "one-size-fits-all" approach, as teams recognized the necessity for site-based 
management to be unique to the local school. "[It] needs to be designed in each locale to 
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fit with the organization's vision, culture, history, and human resources" (Bauer, 1998, 
p. 115). 
In comparing Bauer's (1998) conclusions to previous study results reported by 
Weiss and Cambone (1994), the notion that exploring design processes for site-based 
management as an important prerequisite to successful implementation of site-based 
management was verified. Findings from a study of 12 high schools from all parts of the 
United States, half utilizing site-based management, and half utilizing traditional 
leadership practices, indicated that reform strategies and site-based management 
undertaken together produced only modest results (Weiss & Cambone). "Perhaps SDM 
and school reform need not be explicitly linked, at least in early years. In the high 
schools we studied, emphasis on first changing the structure may have 
diverted principals' and teachers' attention from instruction and sapped their 
energies" (Weiss & Cambone, p. 297). They also reported that those principals utilizing 
site-based management frequently considered abandoning the practice when desired 
results were not realized. 
Participatory decision making may imply consensus, although the desired 
result has not always been achieved. Bennis (1976) averred that "it is a fact that there 
has been no really basic radical restructuring of any institution by consensus. The only 
time restructuring of any institution has ever taken place is when someone in power has 
said it will take place" (p. 87). Contrary to this conceptualization, Wynn and Guditus 
(1984) proposed that organizational "self-renewal" could only be approached through 
leadership by consensus. Failure by leaders to adopt the consensus decision-making 
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strategy, they postulated, would encourage organizational deterioration. They depicted 
the leadership-by-consensus approach as 
more appropriately geared to cope with current and future needs. Consensus 
provides greater capacity for reconciling the differences between individuals and 
organizational goals, and it is sufficiently flexible to bring the full weight of its 
human resources to bear upon emerging challenges and opportunity. 
(p. 175) 
Numerous impediments to successful implementation of SBM have been cited in 
the literature. Matranga, Homer, Hill, and Peltier (1993) surveyed Nevada principals and 
found the following issues with implementation of SBM most problematic: "fear of 
taking risks, fear of losing power, resistance to changing roles and responsibilities, lack 
of trust, lack of definition, clarity of expectations, inadequate or inappropriate resources, 
lack of skills, and hierarchical support" (p. 60). 
In a study investigating trust among principals and teachers involved in 
implementing site-based management in Australia, Bishop and Mulford (1999) found that 
the relationship between teachers and their principals was negatively affected. Teachers' 
perceptions of their leaders changed when the principals were required to institute a 
statewide curriculum mandated by the Ministerial authority. It was concluded that "the 
relationship between teachers and their highly respected principals changed when the 
principal was seen by the teachers to have shifted from being an educational leader who 
was 'one of them' to being the 'doer of the centre's bidding"' (p. 7). 
An indirect effect of SBM on school improvement has been attributed to 
enhanced school climate (Matranga et al, 1993). Confirming this assumption, 
Peterson, Marks, and Warren (1996) reported results of a study conducted in 24 
Midwestern schools implementing SBM to varying degrees, and concluded that "in some 
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schools positive principal leadership, goal consensus, teacher empowerment, professional 
community and shared power relations coalesce into a positive professional environment" 
(P- 24). 
In an earlier study, Bredeson (1992) explored six schools participating in 
restructuring, and investigated principals' and teachers' perceptions of organizational 
leadership, decision making, and school climate. A relevant finding from the study 
revealed that "school environments soured by poor relations between teachers and the 
principal were likely to be nonsupportive and possibly actively resistant to restructuring 
and empowerment initiatives" (p. 20). 
Modifying power relationships through restructuring has affected the role of the 
principal extensively. Not only have principals been required to relinquish 
ultimate decision-making authority and the resultant accountability for these 
decisions to stakeholders, but also they have been affected by power and control within 
the district hierarchical context. 
Peterson and Solsrud (1996) concluded that shared decision making resulting in 
an alteration of power relationships might encourage adoption of a shared vision and 
manifest greater commitment to the organization, but at the same time increase tension 
and conflict among organization members. This concept has further confounded the 
principal's relationship with organizational stakeholders. In short, the principal's role has 
become one of "middle manager" constrained by relational evolvement. Georgia 
principals will be required to be responsive to state and district imperatives, as well as to 
school-community group ultimatums. Principals have been exhorted to empower 
stakeholders in advisory decision making although meticulous rules and regulations have 
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limited the influence that stakeholders will wield (HB 1187). Moreover, principals' roles 
have been viewed as extremely ambiguous as they are mandated to gamer support from 
stakeholders in implementing decisions that may conflict with personal and professional 
values and visions (Hoyle, 1999). 
Dilemmas occur for principals in determining how active involvement in local 
decision making will be perceived (Wyman, 2000). In order that the effort is considered 
seriously, an active role must be assumed (Wyman). Conversely, active involvement 
may create the impression that genuine interest in stakeholder input is insignificant, and 
that the principal retains control of decisions (Wyman). Contending with these 
competing influences has intensified requirements for adeptness in the human relations 
function for principals. 
Problematic issues with principal accountability have been noted throughout the 
literature (Hallinger et al., 1992). In a study involving principals from 15 public schools 
in New York, Illinois, and Tennessee, Hallinger and his colleagues (1992) reported that 
principals perceived that it was "unclear how a school-based council responsible for 
significant school decisions will share accountability with the school's formal leaders" 
(p. 347). Confirming this issue, James (1997) found in a study of 200 principals from the 
United States and the United Kingdom, that the principals were disconcerted that they 
were held solely accountable for their site-based advisory councils' decisions. 
Peterson and Warren (1994) described three principals' role changes due to 
restructuring. 
Principals' roles are different as (a) decision-making jurisdictions are redrawn, (b) 
power dynamics are reshaped, and (c) conflicts are increased. First, the 
development of new governance structures has affected the way decisions are 
divided up, and decision-making jurisdictions for teachers, principals, and parents 
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have changed ... Second, these new approaches to governance have brought 
changes in internal and external power dynamics, opening up more opportunities 
for staff and parents to influence school decisions and policies but making the 
principal's role more politically demanding, uncertain and complex. Finally, new 
governance structures seem to foster increased conflict in some schools, conflict 
that reshapes the tasks and roles of principals by increasing the need to mediate, 
negotiate, and resolve disputes, (p. 220) 
After 6 years of mandatory school reform utilizing site-based councils, 
Chicago students' achievement scores have not improved demonstratively (Russo, 1995). 
Moreover, Midgley and Wood (1993) indicated that there has not appeared to be much 
difference between schools implementing SBM and those that have not. They elaborated 
that "education for students in 'restructured' schools appears to be no better than it was 
before" (p. 246). 
Mandating SBM as a state reform can be viewed as paradoxical. Gusky and 
Oldham (1997) examined Kentucky reform inconsistencies and related that the SBM 
mandate was intended to provide greater participation by parents and teachers in local 
decision making. They discovered, however, that " the top-down mandated 
implementation of the primary school program largely controls how elementary educators 
are to meet these goals" (p. 4). 
Midgley and Wood (1993) previously communicated this conflict: "that 
bottom-up decision making is being mandated top-down is ironic" (p. 248). 
Accountability issues have further confounded the Kentucky SBDM reform (Jones & 
Whitford, 1997). "Instead of giving local schools and teachers a greater say in 
curriculum, the accountability system has inexorably driven the creation of a defacto state 
curriculum" (Jones & Whitford, p. 279). Correspondingly, observations of SBM efforts 
in North Carolina revealed that less success in implementation was realized by schools 
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adopting SBM for compliance purposes, and as "an end in itself, . . . without connecting 
it to the real work of schools" (McColsky, Mikow-Porto, & Bingham, 1998, p. 5). 
SBM is a reform intended to improve school performance; however, little 
documentation has supported this contention. Latham (1998) reported results of a study 
in Indiana and Minnesota relating SBM to student achievement and found that a little 
over half of the 149 principals surveyed in the two states associated educational 
improvement with SBM implementation. In another study conducted in the state of 
Washington, Latham (1998) revealed findings from 23 schools that indicated no 
academic improvement was realized after SBM implementation, although teachers 
enjoyed the opportunity for providing input. Finn (1988) related study results that 
determined a negative relationship between parent-teacher contacts and academic 
achievement. The correlation between school improvement and SBM has remained 
inconclusive (Fullan, 1994; Leonard, 1998; Midgley & Wood, 1993; Peterson, Marks & 
Warren, 1996). 
Bauer and Bogotch (1997) isolated problems associated with "organizational 
capacity" in their study examining relationships of council resources, practices and 
outcomes. This was defined as support from the district to assist council 
functionality, including "authority, time, information and other resources" (p. 3). 
School council composition and function proposed by the A+ Education Reform 
Act of 2000 has been supported in the literature. However, specific dimensions for which 
opposing or no research was found have implied that cautionary awareness should be 
assumed by practitioners charged with the implementation of shared governance. School 
improvement has been considered the goal of this aspect of the legislation. Therefore, it 
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appears reasonable that lessons should have been learned from others regarding the trials 
and perils associated with SBM, in order to guarantee successful implementation. 
It has been stated that accomplishing site-based decision making is a laborious 
process requiring major concentration on professional development in areas such as 
organizational functioning, school operations and processes (Wyman, 2000). Wyman 
noted that training for all participants included group decision making, conflict 
resolution, and building group culture. It has been suggested that successful achievement 
of the ultimate outcome, improved student performance, has not been documented to 
date. Further, in order to determine the influence of site decision making, a commitment 
from 3 to 15 years is recommended (Wyman). 
By October 2001, Georgia school leaders will be implementing site-based 
decision making with advisory school councils (Code Section 20-2-286). "No provision 
of HB 1187 is more detailed, more controversial, and potentially of greater impact on 
student achievement than the creation of local school councils" (Advancing Education, 
Inc., 2000). A thorough description of school councils has been provided in the Georgia 
School Council Handbook and delivered to administrators preparing for implementation 
of this component of the law (Advancing Education, Inc.). Council function and 
responsibilities enumerated included 
(s) School councils are advisory bodies. The councils shall provide advice 
and recommendations to the school principals and, where appropriate, the 
local board of education on any matter, including but not limited to, the 
following: 
1) School calendar; 
2) School codes for conduct and dress; 
3) Curriculum, program goals, and priorities; 
4) The responses of the school to audits of the school as conducted by the 
Office of Education Accountability; 
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5) Preparation and distribution to the community of a school profile which 
shall contain data as identified by the council to describe the academic 
performance, academic progress, services, awards, interventions, 
environment, and other such data as the council deems appropriate; 
6) In the case of a vacancy in the position of school principals, the 
recommendation of a school principal from a list of qualified applicants 
submitted by the local board of education and local school superintendent 
to the council; 
7) School budget priorities, including school capital improvement plans; 
8) School-community communication strategies; 
9) Methods of reporting to parents and communities other than through the 
school profile; 
10) Extracurricular activities in the school; 
11) School-based and community services; 
12) Community use of school facilities; 
13) Recommendations concerning school board policies; 
14) Receiving and reviewing reports from the school principal regarding 
progress toward the school's student achievement goals, including 
progress within specific grade levels and subject areas and by school 
personnel; and 
15) The method and specifications for the delivery of early intervention 
services, (p. 13) 
Training sessions for those principals whose schools will participate in the council 
mandate beginning with the election process in May 2001 have been provided by 
regional education agencies throughout the state. In some cases, training has been 
coordinated with the Advancing Education, Inc. organization (Advancing Education, Inc., 
2000). 
Leadership Style for Restructuring 
Numerous researchers have described the need for reconstruction of the 
principal's role to meet the needs of schools in the midst of restructuring, and for meeting 
the challenges of the 21st century (Conley, 1993; Hallinger, 1992; Hallinger & Hausman, 
1993; Leithwood, 1992; 1994; Richardson, et al., 1991; Sagor, 1992; Schlechty, 1991; 
Sergiovanni, 1990). According to Hallinger and Hausman (1993) "principals are being 
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exhorted to become transformational leaders, facilitators rather than directors of school 
improvement" (p. 2). 
Skepticism has been revealed by education researchers regarding the ability of 
principals to grasp the complexities of leadership expectations and their roles during the 
21 st century. Leithwood and Duke (1993) asserted "it seems unlikely that any single 
existing leadership focus or theory can capture, adequately, the range of qualities 
required of fiiture leaders" (p. 328). Supporting this contention, Hoyle (1995) stated 
"many school leaders lack the vision to guide their schools into a complex and troubled 
21st century" (p. 215). 
Leithwood and Duke (1993) speculated that the manager and instructional leader 
orientations were incompatible with organizational change realized through school 
restructuring. A more collaborative and encouraging style of leadership was 
recommended for the leader during this period of complexity and ambiguity in 
organizational renewal. The transformational leader was depicted as the most appropriate 
description of the change agent. 
The transition of the principal's role toward one of a visionary who empowers 
teachers and is responsive to many publics has been well documented. According to 
Ashby and her colleagues (1996), the principal's leadership orientation should 
include qualities befitting the transformational leader. Those qualities were identified as 
the capability to be the central change agent of the school, the ability to influence 
professional development of teachers and the instructional program of students 
positively, and persuasiveness to influence the adoption of shared visions and goals by 
stakeholders. Teschke (1996) succinctly characterized the principal of the future as one 
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who should be the "leader of leaders" (p. 13). Leithwood and Duke (1993) offered that 
schools of the future will require visionary leaders; however, specific attributes the 
principal will need to achieve those visions successfully have not been clearly delineated. 
It has been suggested that transformational leadership should be considered as a set of 
practices that leaders possess in variant degrees rather than an absolute entity that may be 
attainable by a privileged few (Leithwood, Jantzi, Silins, & Dart, 1992). Terry (1996) 
opined, however, that the transformational leadership orientation was impractical and 
idealistic. 
Transformational leadership was described by Bums (1978) as the 
relationship between leaders and followers, where both interact in such a way as to "raise 
one another to higher levels of motivation and morality. .. It raises the level of human 
conduct and ethical aspiration of both leader and led, and thus it has a transforming effect 
on both" (p. 20). Northouse (1997) characterized transformational leaders as those who 
"set out to empower followers and nurture them in change. They attempt to raise the 
consciousness in individuals and get them to transcend their own self-interests for the 
sake of others" (p. 142). 
Yukl (1998) extended this conceptualization and advanced the importance of the 
role of the principal in setting the tone for collaboration, an essential component of 
restructuring. He elaborated that by "changing or strengthening" the culture of the 
organization the leader can also affect the performance and "motivation" of 
organization members (p. 329). He maintained that "a major function of culture is to 
help us understand the environment and determine how to respond to it, thereby 
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reducing anxiety, uncertainty, and confusion" (p. 330). Underscoring the importance of 
this aspect of transformational leadership, Bredeson (1992) reported findings from a 
follow-up study on restructuring schools that indicated "school environments soured by 
poor relations between teachers and the principal were likely to be nonsupportive and 
possibly actively resistant to restructuring and empowerment initiatives" (p. 18). He 
reported that in one school "few if any positive outcomes were discernible given the 
overall climate and morale" (p. 19). 
Sergiovanni (1990) defined transformative leadership as an orientation toward 
"higher-order psychological needs for esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization and, then, 
with moral questions of goodness, righteousness, duty, and obligation" (p. 23). 
Application of this framework in the school arena typified the successful leader as 
one who builds up the leadership of others and who strives to become a leader of 
leaders. The successful leader is also a good follower, one who is 
committed to ideas, values, and beliefs. When followership is established 
bureaucratic authority and psychological authority are transcended by moral 
authority, (p. 27) 
It has been suggested that a requisite of the school leader's role must involve 
enhancement of the school culture through making decisions that embrace and 
encourage the continuous change process (Conley, 1993). Difficulty noted with 
principals' advancement of this cultural change was depicted by the reluctance to 
relinquish power and control in decision making (Conley; Hallinger, et al., 1992). 
According to Yukl (1998), leader behavior was viewed to affect organizational 
culture in the following ways: "examples set by the leader, what the leader attends to, 
how the leader reacts to crises, how the leader allocates rewards, and how the leader 
makes personnel decisions" (p. 346). He further stated that it was more difficult to 
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change culture in organizations than to design and foster conditions for a culture 
conducive to change in new organizations. The ways that transformational leaders were 
thought to influence and alter culture in an organization included "formulat[ing] a vision, 
develop[ing] commitment to it among internal and external stakeholders, implement[ing] 
strategies to accomplish the vision, and embed[ding] the new values and assumptions in 
the culture and structure of the organization" (p. 347). Conley (1993) complemented this 
perspective suggesting that the leader must be willing to allow stakeholders to sculpt and 
adjust his or her vision of education, with the preeminent goal being creation of a 
collaborative vision of and for all stakeholders. 
Sagor (1992) provided examples of transformational leadership from a study of 
three schools. He found that in successful schools, both teachers and students 
reported "a culture conducive to school success" (p. 13). Additionally, principal 
leadership included three tenets of transformational leadership: " 1. a clear and 
unified focus . ... ,2. a common cultural perspective .... [and] 3. a constant push for 
improvement" (p. 13). After analyzing findings from three studies, Leithwood (1992) 
similarly concluded that transformational leaders "are in more or less continuous pursuit 
of three fundamental goals: 1) helping staff members develop and maintain a 
collaborative, professional school culture; 2) fostering teacher development; and 3) 
helping them solve problems more effectively" (pp. 9-10). 
Sarason (1990), in predicting why school reform will fail, stated "any effort to 
reform (literally, to give new form to) our schools has to do with the nature and 
allocation of power" (p. 73). An early study examining facilitative power as it related to 
administrators and teachers participating in site-based school reform projects 
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involving professional development and school improvement confirmed Sarason's 
assumption (Goldman, Dunlap, & Conley, 1991). Essential to the success of reform 
implementation was an encouraging and collaborative relationship between 
administration and faculty. Furthermore, Goldman and his associates found that "the key 
ingredient to these successful reform projects is that these school professionals had the 
skill and opportunity to experiment with reform until they found a way that it made great 
sense for them" (p. 24). 
Leithwood (1992) explored the benefits of "Type Z" power structure utilized in 
business and industrial organizations and the ways it advanced the transformational 
leadership perspective. He proposed that "Type Z organizations rely on strong 
cultures to influence employees' directions and reduce differences in the status of 
organizational members .... They are based on a radically different form of power that 
is 'consensual' and 'facilitative' in nature-a form of power manifested through other 
people, not over other people" (pp. 8-9). 
Politics, Reforms, and Principals' Roles 
The very nature of organizations has required a political perspective for 
understanding organizational life (Bacharach & Lawler, 1980). Simply defined, 
organizational politics engages organizational members in the use of power to 
acquire or maintain control of "real or symbolic resources" (Bacharach & Lawler; 
Bacharach & Mitchell, 1987), and to influence change in the work of organizational 
members (Richardson, et al., 1997). 
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Bacharach and Lawler (1980) prescribed basic assumptions regarding 
organizational politics that have been inculcated in more recent analyses of the 
organization as a political entity (Daft, 1995; Yukl, 1998). They postulated that 
1. Organizations are best conceptualized as political bargaining systems. 
2. Specific decision-making spheres are the primary arenas for bargaining and 
conflict in organizations. 
3. Within the decision spheres, most organizational politics involve the 
efforts of actors to mobilize interest groups and coalitions for the sake of 
influencing the decisions of those in authority. 
4. On the basis of collective objectives, interest groups merge into coalitions and 
select tactics to achieve their common objectives. 
5. The formation of coalitions and coalition alliances will depend on the 
nature of the organizational structure and on the distribution and control of 
organizational resources, (p. 213) 
Organizations have participated in political activity because of the 
characteristics of organizational life, however, because organizations have not existed in 
isolation, participation with external environments has required a macropolitical 
perspective for understanding organizations (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993). Bacharach 
and Mundell defined micro politics as the convergence of different belief systems within 
an organization. Macropolitics, they purported, related to external interest-group 
influence on the organization. 
In examining the authoritarian role of the state in formulating school policy, Wirt 
(1977) reminded that the right to do so was granted by the U.S. Constitution. Similarly, 
Chubb and Moe (1990) affirmed the importance of the state's role maintaining that "the 
public system is built to see to it that the schools do what their governors want them to 
do-that they conform to the higher-order values their governors seek to impose" (p. 38). 
Relating the importance of micropolitics to macropolitics within the educational 
arena, Lindle (1999) highlighted that the availability of local school personnel to the 
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public as opposed to other government officials was a critical factor relating the two 
concepts: "people, in general, exercise their most vocal acts of free speech and 
citizenship in relation to schools" (p. 173). 
Political influence has shaped school reform for much of the 20th century (Tyack 
& Cuban, 1995). "Policy elites" described as those who maintained influential positions 
in business, industry, media, and education, attempted to remove politics from education 
by deferring decision-making to educational experts. However, in actuality 
they did not. .. eliminate politics, but they acquired formidable powers: to set the 
agenda of reform, to diagnose problems, to prescribe solutions and 
often to influence what should not be on the agenda of reform, (p. 8) 
While political activity has been illustrated as characteristic of organizations, the 
negative connotation of political activity within the realm of educational reform has been 
noted by esteemed researchers (Davie & Silva, 1999; Goodlad, 2000; Shipps, 2000). 
Recently, Goodlad poignantly indicated that "increasingly and with declining impact, the 
fate of our schools is in the hands of politicians, and politicians hate to hear that problems 
in education are very complicated" (p. 83). Substantiating this claim, Shipps observed 
from recent studies that state governors and mayors of large cities have resorted to 
mixing "electoral and party politics" to exact influence over school governance. She 
further elaborated that 
these political leaders bring to school governance their access to political party 
resources and fund-raising connections as well as their authority to 
demand cooperation from other government agencies like parks, police, and 
health departments. As elected leaders with broad constituencies and strong party 
affiliation, they have a hearing in the halls of Congress (and with federal 
agencies) to which few superintendents are privy. As chief executives, 
politicians are familiar with the latest management improvement strategy and are 
eager to enlist business allies to help them fix the public schools, (p. 92) 
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In examining educational politics, Richardson, and his colleagues (1997), 
maintained that a perception existed that those in education were unable to "control their 
own political agenda" based on fractured allegiance to theoretical concepts of over- and 
under-bureaucratization (pp. 4-5). Cuban (2000) succinctly added another dimension to 
the concept, in explaining schools' responsiveness to constituents: "to survive, public 
schools must have the political and financial support of voting taxpayers'" (p. 160). This 
notion was closely aligned with the contention by Richardson and his associates that 
control of education was interpreted by the relationship between power brokers and 
control over funding. Cuban further elaborated that " school district governing bodies 
have responded to coalitions of media, interest groups, and ad hoc parent organizations 
that pursue certain policies and programs . . . they believe school boards must embrace" 
(p. 161). 
Mitchell and Boyd (1998) specified the societal influences that pressure school 
operations, suggesting political parties, sectarian religious groups, family values and 
cultures, education professionals, architects, and textbook publishers were among those 
factions that bring pressure to the schoolhouse door. The dilemma faced by educators 
has been how to separate legitimate interests from illegitimate ones (Mitchell & Boyd). 
Over-bureaucratization within the public school arena has been supported by 
politicians in that this governing strategy provided the avenue for maintaining control 
over education (Chubb & Moe, 1990). In fact, Chubb and Moe claimed 
policy proponents can specify precisely what they want the schools to do and 
build these specifications explicitly into legislative mandates and 
administrative regulations. In this way they can formally enshrine not only the 
goals schools are required to pursue, but also the criteria and standards they are to 
employ, the procedures and methods they are to follow, the types of personnel 
they are to hire, and virtually anything else of relevance to the implementation of 
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policy. The dangers of political subversion are therefore vastly reduced because 
there is little or no discretion left to subvert, (p. 43) 
Furthermore, they asserted that assigning discretion over education issues to schools 
displaced political power from those officials wielding it, especially in the face of 
"political uncertainty", and emphatically emphasized that this uncertainty "drives the 
policy's supporters to see school discretion (and thus school autonomy) as politically 
dangerous and irrational" (p. 43). 
That school reform has been viewed as a capricious enterprise has been 
attributed to political maneuvering (Carpenter, 2000; Chubb & Moe, 1990; Loup & 
Blase, 1999; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Tyack and Cuban have illustratively 
acknowledged this phenomenon as "pie-in-the-sky utopianism that has led to 
disillusionment among teachers and to public cynicism" (p. 10). 
Unpredictability of the longevity of political office encouraged those in 
authority to "protect their favored policies from hierarchical control by opponents who 
may govern in the future" (Chubb & Moe, 1990). Goodlad (1996) also endorsed this 
observation asserting that 
politically driven education reform is laced with appeals to private purpose, 
commonly emphasizes efficiency, and is frequently connected to the name of a 
governor, a CEO, or a Presidential aspirant. Often these politically driven 
proposals not only are short term projects, but also run counter to last year's 
proposals or to those of a previous administration, (p. 229) 
Utilization of the influence process eloquently has been illustrated by Shipps 
(2000), as she related methods for advancing political agendas from the state to the local 
level. 
State and local politicians work closely with corporate business leaders on many 
levels. The local corporate elite are taxpayers and constituents, potential 
contributors to political campaigns, official or kitchen-cabinet members in city 
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and state government, and captains of industry who provide jobs and local 
economic development. Their privileged status in city hall (and the governor's 
mansion) gives them special clout over schools when local politicians take 
control, (pp. 92-93) 
The "faddishness" of educational reform has been ascribed to the "shifts in 
political control and policy themes, when combined with the relatively short life of most 
policy initiatives" (Loup & Blase, 1999, pp. 45-46). Legislative decree, then, has been 
the method for institutionalizing educational reforms (Loup & Blase). Further 
confounding the issue of frequently implementing reforms has been described as 
"contrary to what is known about the gradualness of change and learning processes in 
complex social organizations" (Loup & Blase, p. 46). 
Although external entities have been blamed for the fickleness of education 
initiatives, over 361 reforms have been authored by academic researchers, professors, and 
theorists since 1987, and offered for implementation in one professional publication alone 
(Carpenter, 2000). Thus, the educational community cannot be considered innocent 
regarding the notion of faddism. Teachers, Carpenter emphasized, have borne the 
greatest burden for implementing the reforms. 
Lindle (1999) described the political influence on school reform as a result of 
increased pressure for improving economic viability of the community. She 
proposed that 
before the current wave of reform, schoolhouses were romanticized and 
removed from the everyday turmoil of communities. Now schools are the 
focus of community aspirations, community development, and education is the 
political link to a stronger economic future. Though public schools have always 
had an ambitious mission, the increased expectations for reform make schools and 
their communities more political, (p. 176) 
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In explaining why educational reform has not produced intended results, 
Sarason (1998) postulated that education has been viewed by most people-educators as 
well as politicians-as nonsystemic. Lack of cohesiveness on the part of stakeholder 
groups to work for common purposes, and to establish relationships within and among 
groups has led to reform disillusionment (Sarason). His argument was convincingly 
revealed through the explanation that 
the reform movement has been about parts, not about the system, not about how 
the purposes of parts are at cross-purposes to each other, not about how the 
concept of purpose loses both meaning and force in a system that is 
amazingly uncoordinated and has more adversarial than cooperative features, 
(p. 141) 
Corroborating this line of reasoning, Davie and Silva (1999) asserted, as they 
explored construction of school accountability systems in California, that the system of 
education should be viewed in its entirety, simply because no one part is singularly more 
important than any another. 
In responding to impending change, educators according to Cuban (2000), have 
become political players in order to exact influence over specific reforms that they 
support for implementation. This is accomplished by voting into office those school 
board candidates who support viable reform agendas, then lobbying the boards and their 
"appointed administrators" for changes they wish to pursue (p. 160). 
Reform implementation has become challenging for practitioners because of the 
assorted initiatives that have been layered one on top of another, many of which have 
been only partially institutionalized (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Inability to accurately 
assess outcomes of specific reforms has been viewed as a problem with the inability to 
begin implementation with a "clean political and institutional slate" 
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(Tyack & Cuban, p. 63). Tyack & Cuban explained that "often the messages sent by 
policy elites in any one year's laws or regulations have conflicted with what went before 
or came after, creating inconsistency and confusion" (pp. 63-64). 
Perceptions from the educational community that "elite policy makers" have 
misunderstood what school improvement entailed (Kohn, 1999), and designed 
ineffectual initiatives have hampered reform implementation (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). 
When faced with the challenge of implementation under these circumstances, 
managing the reforms resulted in contextual adaptation, minimal compliance, or 
sabotage of unwelcome reforms (1995). Tyack and Cuban elaborated that "skeptical 
educators suspect that some reforms were never intended to work. Symbolic gestures, 
and the overpromising that accompanies them, have at times interested policy makers 
more than substance" (p. 61). Conversely, when reforms fail, it has been noted that 
some blame educators for an inability to accurately implement initiatives as prescribed 
(Tyack & Cuban). Tyack and Cuban proposed that 
social reformers eager to use schools to ameliorate society accuse educators of 
coopting the reforms, distorting them, or turning them to their own benefit. This 
kind of goal displacement suggests corruption of a noble dream by bureaucrats 
who consult narrow institutional interests or their own self-interest, rather than the 
public good. (p. 60) 
Providing a conciliatory solution to the blame assignment among groups 
appeared simplistic. Tyack and Cuban (1995) advised that policy makers should 
develop opportunities for reform modification, or contextualization. With this in mind, 
they advised 
some innovations seem to die on contact with the institutional reality of the 
school. It is the rare reform that performs and persists precisely according to plan. 
Even long-lasting reforms are not static but evolve in ways not often foreseen by 
their proponents.... If policy makers anticipate and encourage adaptations of 
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their plans they can design reforms to produce hybrids that are blends of the new 
and the old, the cosmopolitan and the local, (p. 60) 
"High-stakes testing", a popular political reform, has generated additional 
disillusionment on the part of educators (Kohn, 1999). Intimidation, sanctions, or other 
negative consequences, Kohn stated, 
creates a climate of fear, and fear generates anger and resentment. It also leads 
people to switch into damage-control mode and act more cautiously. Human 
beings simply do not think creatively and reach for excellence when they perceive 
themselves as threatened, (p. 97) 
In an annual poll on public opinion of public schools, survey participants were 
asked how they perceived the influence of federal and state governmental agencies on 
local schools (Rose & Gallup, 2000). Almost half of the respondents perceived that the 
federal government played too great a part in influencing decisions affecting local 
schools, and 43% agreed that the state government maintained too much influence 
regarding local decisions. The role of local boards of education, superintendents and 
principals generated satisfactory responses. Two thirds of survey participants 
revealed that they felt parents did not have sufficient input; over half believed the same 
about both teachers and students (Rose & Gallup). According to Rose and Gallup this 
outcome appeared to be noteworthy because "it appears to run counter to many current 
school improvement efforts, most of which seem to be moving more authority to the state 
level" (p. 55). Previously Richardson and his associates (1997) observed that state 
governments were extracting authority from local entities based on educational finance 
reform, and other state mandates. 
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Site-based management (SBM) as a reform strategy has been promoted since the 
1970s to provide autonomy to schools in solving unique local problems, and was 
assumed to improve school performance (Ogawa, 1994). Although these two 
premises have been widely explored throughout the past three decades, researchers and 
theorists have provided alternative underlying motivations by bureaucrats for 
manipulating the reform (Chubb & Moe, 1990; Ogawa). Chubb and Moe reflected that 
while decision making was devolved to local schools through SBM, autonomy was 
limited and controlled, because those in authority required adherence to burdensome rules 
and regulations. This strategy ensured that schools made wise, sound decisions. Chubb 
and Moe described SBM as a management tool that advanced the concept of bureaucratic 
control. 
Its very name, in fact, is wonderfully appropriate, for what it suggests is that 
principals, teachers, and others at the lower reaches are fundamentally 
engaged in the 'management' of schools-a bureaucratic conception, if there ever 
was one, of what effective education is all about, (p. 201) 
Illustrating this conception regarding SBM, Carpenter (2000) related a remark made by a 
high-ranking Georgia Department of Education official several years ago: "We'll 
let them make decisions so long as they decide what we want them to decide" (p. 387). 
Without a thorough understanding of these hierarchical control tendencies associated 
with shared governance, school leaders could resort to the transactional leadership mode, 
conflicting with the transformational approach typically recognized as more appropriate 
for advancing participatory decision making (Blase & Anderson, 1995). 
Principals have been perceived as political manipulators in SBM, according to 
Malen's (1999) review of the data about participant interactions on site-based 
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councils. She proposed that principals participated in "protective politics", described as a 
method for maintaining power. This was achieved by active attempts on the part of 
principals to "curb parent voice". She added principals "filter demands, stack councils 
with supporters, co-opt vocal critics and 'socialize' parents into a sympathetic, at times, 
submissive role" (pp. 210-211). This concept was further encouraged by teachers who 
agreed with principals that key decisions should be made by professionals (Malen). 
Moreover, implementing SBM has been portrayed as a political strategy used by 
districts as well as schools, to manipulate public perception (Anderson, 1999; Ogawa & 
Bossert, 1995). Participatory reforms have promoted the impression that schools or a 
district can be viewed as "more responsive, democratic, and up-to-date with the latest 
trends in business" (Anderson, p. 192). 
That principals as leaders of their organizations must demonstrate political 
adeptness has been well documented (Bacharach & Mitchell, 1987; Blase & Anderson, 
1995; Carlson, 1996; Elmore, 1997; Hoyle, 1999; Richardson, et al., 1997; West, 1999). 
Carlson's metaphor "manager-as-negotiator" describing the principal's political role can 
be aligned within the macro- and micropolitical contexts. 
Principals are cautioned to be adroit manipulators in safeguarding 
organizational integrity from factions that attempt to exact influence on schools 
(Elmore, 1997), and "to market the institution as a valuable tool for influencing 
policy" (Richardson, et al., 1997, p. 6). Those principals who are viewed as most skillful 
in utilizing the political process are able to maintain relationships with key political 
figures who can advance desired educational agendas (Blase & Anderson, 1995; 
Richardson et al.). 
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At the district level, the principal must be an able consensus-builder, in order to 
obtain and coordinate necessary resources and support services from district 
departments for organization survival (Bacharach & Mitchell, 1987). Furthermore, 
consensus is required for managing conflict among groups within the district that 
promote their values and interests in the pursuit of implementing educational goals 
(Bacharach & Mitchell). According to Bacharach and Mitchell, power struggles for 
control over resources have occurred among district organization groups including the 
community, the school board, the administration, and teachers. 
West (1999) echoed the sentiments of Bacharach and Mundell (1993) proposing 
that two major functions existed for school leaders within the micropolitical context. 
First, she postulated, the ability to comprehend the interrelationships between internal 
and external organizational dynamics was essential, and second, the ability to minimize 
areas of conflict by focusing on school goals was imperative. 
Offering a more personal perspective on the micropolitical role of principals, 
Hoyle (1999) proposed that a comprehensive understanding of the management 
process would provide an opportunity for self-improvement. He characterized the work 
of the principal in the context of reform implementation as more political than previously 
observed. 
The reform movement has placed principals between a rockier and a harder place 
than they were in before having to mobilize staff to implement policies which are 
at odds with their personal and professional interests, (p. 219) 
Caution has been expressed for those utilizing an adversarial political 
approach for advancing progressive ideas (Blase & Anderson, 1995). Martyrdom, often 
has been the result. Blase and Anderson reported "many of the very best adversarial 
65 
leaders with laudable transformative aims have, in fact, been fired by school boards and 
central offices" (p. 130). 
Leader Attitudes, Perceptions, and Opinions 
Esteemed theorists and scholars have presented disparate definitions of the term 
"attitude" (Shaw & Wright, 1967). The concept has been described as a multidimensional 
construct that is a component of personality (Allport, 1955). Psychological researchers 
have debated the merits of excluding feelings, beliefs and opinions from the description 
of attitude (Shaw & Wright), however, Thurstone's (1928) definition revealed an 
encompassing perspective. This definition was stated as "the sum total of a man's 
inclinations and feelings, prejudice or bias, preconceived notions, ideas, fears, threats, 
and convictions about any specified topic" (p. 531). 
Perception, then, should be understood as a dimension of the attitude 
construct. Allport (1955) explained that perception involved the process of 
constructing meaning from events, situations, and sensory stimuli, and interpreting that 
meaning from a personal perspective. In a similar vein, Bass (1960) expressed that 
"ability to solve problems must be conceived broadly enough to include certain 
perceptual tendencies of the individual often considered to be basic personality traits" (p. 
172). 
Opinion, another personality feature closely aligned with attitude, has been 
described as the way individuals view reality. Smith, Bruner, and White (1964) 
suggested 
the manner in which a person copes with his problems is the most revealing thing 
about him. The solutions to his problems are conserved in the form of values: 
ways of looking at and evaluating himself, the people about him, and the world 
around him. (p. 281) 
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The importance of examining attitudes, perceptions, and opinions in the study of 
leadership has been revealed by the ways these dimensions of personality influence 
individual action. In an extensive study on leader characteristics, Kouzes and Pozner 
(1997), depicted exemplary leaders as those who were viewed by organizational members 
as advancing practices that improved organizational functionality. Those exemplary 
leaders were described as possessing personal values that were aligned with the values of 
the organization. 
The capacity for viewing the organization as a whole, and effectively solving 
organizational problems have been portrayed as important leader functions 
(Lunenberg, 1995). This ability, Lunenberg stated, required a conceptualization that 
draws on one's mental abilities to acquire, analyze and interpret information 
received from various sources and to make complex decisions that achieve the 
organization's goals. In essence, it concerns the ability to see how the 
different parts of the organization fit together and depend on each other, and how 
a change in any given part can cause a change in another part. (p. 10) 
Furthermore, the leader must possess the capability to convey this conceptualization 
effectively to organization members. According to Lunenberg, a prerequisite for 
effective communication is a "healthy and realistic self-perception" (p. 152). 
De Free (1992) noted earlier that leaders' actions were translated as an extension of their 
belief systems. Moreover, he postulated that accurate self-perception was essential for 
understanding the essence of individual worth. 
Organization theorists and researchers such as Porter and Lawler (1968) have 
related attitudes to the performance effectiveness of managers. Performance has been 
defined as "the net effect of a person's effort as modified by his abilities and traits and by 
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his role perceptions" (p. 28). Additionally, their studies revealed the importance of 
motivation and organizational practices on work behaviors. 
Demographics of the Principalship 
Biographical data have been useful in the study of job satisfaction and 
effectiveness, motivation, and leadership. Stogdill (1948) attempted to unearth 
personal characteristics that could be related to individual leaders after analyzing 
numerous research studies. Although specific characteristics could be found among the 
many studies examined, Stogdill cautioned that the list could not be conceived as static, 
nor could the identified traits be exclusively attributed to those holding leadership 
positions. Instead, he advised, leadership should be considered from a contextual point of 
view. He predicted that leadership was situational, and found that a compelling factor 
that differentiated leaders from followers was group orientation. Identified attributes that 
were pervasive throughout the study included "the capacity for organizing and expediting 
cooperative effort,. . . intelligence, alertness to the needs and motives of others, and 
insight into situations, further reinforced by such habits as responsibility, initiative, 
persistence, and self-confidence" (p. 66). 
Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970) found that examination of 
biographical data was useful in predicting future job related behaviors of individuals. 
They surmised that past successes could be indicators of future performance, and 
suggested that biographical inventories used in conjunction with other measures of 
personal characteristics such as intelligence, personality, interest, and individual 
reaction to situations could reasonably predict "managerial effectiveness". They 
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concluded that the simultaneous examination of job responsibilities, organizational 
function and personal characteristics promised a comprehensive picture of managerial 
effectiveness. In a nationwide study of principals, the U. S. Department of Education 
(1997) selected among other biographical data age, educational level, and sex of the 
principal, to design a profile of current practitioners. 
Personal characteristics influenced leadership behaviors, according to the findings 
of a study of 160 elementary, middle and high school principals in Illinois (Smith, Maehr, 
& Midgley, 1992). It was discovered that five administrative behaviors were related to 
principals' gender, age, and experience, among other characteristics examined. 
According to Smith and his associates, the elder principals were revealed to emphasize 
improvement of the instructional climate of the school. Conversely, those who had been 
in the principalship longer were not found to stress improving the instructional climate as 
much as less-experienced counterparts. 
Job satisfaction has been suggested to affect job performance (Lawler, 1973). 
According to Lawler, elements related to job satisfaction included among 
others, skill, training, age, seniority, and education. Overall job satisfaction has been 
defined as "the difference between all the things a person feels he should receive from his 
job and all the things he actually does receive" (Lawler, p. 77). 
In a study conducted by Alderfer (1976) on job enlargement, it was concluded 
that more complex and demanding job expectations were viewed positively by those in 
the enlarged positions, but those same individuals perceived that interpersonal 
relationships with superiors were negatively affected. Individuals with seniority in the 
organization expressed more negative responses to aspects of the job enlargement project 
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than those with lower tenure in the organization. A conclusion drawn from the study 
indicated that job enlargement increased demands for cultivating the human relations 
abilities of superiors and subordinates. 
Generalizing these study results to job enlargement of elementary principals as a 
result of implementing the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 may be appropriate. 
Principals actively engaged with SBM, and empowering teachers to be leaders, may find 
that restructuring will tax interpersonal skills and abilities. 
Ford and Bennett (1994) discovered that principals participating in a large-scale 
reform initiative in the Chicago area predicted that they would not remain in the 
principalship for a long period of time. Of the 457 elementary and high school principals 
surveyed, almost half were hired during the first three years of mandatory reform, which 
began in 1989. Almost half of the surveyed group indicated that they planned to remain 
in the principalship for 5 years. Three fourths of this group reported that they planned to 
remain in their positions for a maximum of 10 years. Those principals hired during the 
first 3 years of reform predicted that they would remain in the position for no more than 
10 years, if that long (Ford & Bennett). 
Recent investigation of the K-8 principal from 1988 to 1998 conducted by the 
NAESP (Doud & Keller, 1998) revealed that principals intended to retire at age 57, a 
decrease of one year from results reported in the 1988 K-8 principal study. Almost two 
thirds of the principals reported intentions to retire at the earliest eligibility age specified 
by their retirement systems, while less than 20% expected to remain in the principalship 
until age 65. 
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The National Center for Education Statistics' (NCES) Schools and Staffing 
Survey (SASS) published in 1997 reported that 50% of practicing principals in the United 
States indicated that they would retire during the 1990s. During 1993-1994, 23.1% of 
public school principals maintained that they would remain in the principalship until 
retirement eligibility was reached; 33.8 % indicated they would remain as long as 
possible. Almost 3% specified a desire to leave the principalship as soon as possible, 
while 15.5% revealed they would remain unless offered a more desirable position. 
A study commissioned by the National Association of Secondary School 
Principals in conjunction with the National Association for Elementary School Principals 
and conducted by the Educational Research Service (ERS) in 1997, revealed that a 
nationwide shortage of qualified principals existed. Of the school districts participating 
in the study, 50% indicated a shortage of qualified principals to fill existing vacancies 
(ERS; Sinatra, 2001). 
In a study of male managers aged 55-65, Saleh and Otis (1976) discovered that 
job satisfaction increased until the men reached age 60, or what was termed 
"pre-retirement". At that time, the subjects revealed that job dissatisfaction increased. 
Klein and Maher (1976) concluded that education affected job satisfaction. In a 
study examining junior managers of an organization comprised of members with college 
education, and those with no higher education preparation, it was found that those 
individuals with college preparation were more dissatisfied with their salaries than those 
with no college. Another conclusion revealed those with college perceived that they 
could readily obtain employment with commensurate salaries in other organizations. 
This was not found to be true of their non-college counterparts. 
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Exploring the educational status of the K-8 principal in 1998, Doud & Keller 
discovered that over half of the survey respondents held the master's degree, 
approximately one third held a sixth-year degree or certificate, and less than 13% 
reported holding the doctoral degree. 
A number of studies reviewed reflected differences in the problems faced by 
principals working in different geographical locations (Alexander, 1992; Goodlad, 1984; 
Kozol, 1991; 1995; Mirel, 1993; Pavan & Reid, 1994). In an examination of the 
historical events, political and economic factors, and city demographics that gave 
impetus to the overwhelming reform legislation that was passed in 1988 in Illinois, Mirel 
revealed specific characteristics of the urban population that affected public education. 
Northern urban populations, the Chicago population in particular, he contended, were 
plagued by such factors as high levels of unemployment, poverty, crime, economic 
decline and "unstable" families. Mirel described the migratory trend of large 
corporations from urban to suburban locations. Relocation of the corporations resulted in 
the redistribution of job opportunities to upscale communities. The wealth of suburban 
communities has provided stark contrasts between urban and suburban geographical 
areas. 
Pavan and Reid (1994) reported findings from a study of urban female 
principals in Philadelphia, that revealed in one school, only 12% of the students were 
reading on grade level. Another principal reported that parents, for various reasons, were 
unable to help their children with homework. 
Alexander (1992) explored urban principals' perceptions of their leadership 
orientations as they implemented SBM, and found that the principals were concerned 
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with role change barriers reflected in changes of their student populations. Some 
principals noted that societal changes had resulted in extraordinary demands on their 
roles as leaders. They related a preoccupation with satisfying the "basic survival needs" 
of their students (p. 22). 
The plight of inner-city families and the myriad problems they face has been 
graphically illustrated through qualitative case studies (Kozol, 1991; 1995). The stark 
inequities in public education for urban children, as contrasted with educational 
opportunities available to students living in suburban locales, have been poignantly 
chronicled. 
Goodlad (1984) discovered that stakeholder groups related specific school 
characteristics with school satisfaction. He concluded that those schools described as 
possessing the "more favorable characteristics" were located in suburban and rural areas, 
had high parental education and income, were small in size, and predominately white in 
population. 
Wild and Dawson (1976) concluded that age, marital status and length of 
service in an organization affected female plant workers' overall job satisfaction. These 
data, it was implied, should influence organizational work design so that employee 
satisfaction could be maintained. 
Differences in the way male and female principals demonstrate leadership has 
been noted in several studies. Ballou and Podgursky (1995) found that female 
teachers perceived female principals as more effective than male principals, and 
female principals were viewed as more democratic in their leadership orientation. 
Hallinger, Bickman and Davis (1996) noted similar results from their study, reporting 
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that female elementary principals were perceived by teachers as stronger instructional 
leaders than their male counterparts. Bossert and his associates (1982) revealed that 
female leaders were alleged to be better leaders than male leaders. 
Research on secondary school leadership revealed similar conclusions. Lee, 
Smith, and Cioci (1993) related that teachers viewed female high school principals as 
more visible and actively involved in school activities than male high school 
principals. Additionally, they found that female high school teachers preferred female 
leaders to male leaders, while male teachers did not value the leadership of the female 
principal. 
DeKeyser (1989) discovered that gender affected the way principals viewed their 
peers and subordinates, with females generally expressing more positive perceptions than 
males. He further found that female teachers and principals working together were 
considerably more satisfied in their work setting, than male teachers and female 
principals working together. 
Examining the K-8 principal in 1998, Doud and Keller summarized the NAESP 
study revealing that a considerable increase in the number of female principals was 
observed, compared with data from the 1988 K-8 principal NAESP study. They reported 
that women held almost 42% of K-8 principal positions. Additionally, they found that 
almost 65% of the principals with less than five years of experience were women. 
The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 
Implementation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 by school personnel in 
the state of Georgia began on July 1, 2000. Specific provisions of the law will affect 
principals' performance of professional responsibilities. 
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The creation of local school councils (Code Section 20-2-286) will ensure that 
school personnel, parents, and community members participate in shared school 
governance. The reduction of the pupil-teacher ratio at all grade levels (Code Section 
20-2-161) will increase the teacher workforce, and require additional classrooms, 
potentially affecting school facility capacity. The undesirability of the utilization of 
portable classrooms (Code Section 20-2-294) has been addressed in the law. This 
strategy traditionally has been used as a remedy for unavailable permanent classroom 
space. 
Program areas that have been modified or altered include the remedial program 
(Code Section 20-2-153) and the middle school program (Code Section 20-2-154). 
Twenty extra school days have been added to the school year for instruction of 10% of 
those students designated as remedial students (Code Section 20-2-182). 
Principals will be required to teach in classrooms for 5 days per year and 
demonstrate technology proficiency for certificate renewal (Code Section 20-2-200). 
Professional development priorities that focus on improvement of student 
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performance have been dictated (Code Section 20-2-201). Specific staff development has 
been developed addressing curriculum alignment with state assessments and 
identification of student weaknesses through disaggregating test data by subtests (Code 
Section 20-2-281). 
The Office of Education Accountability will coordinate the state assessment 
programs (Code Section 20-14-25) and determine acceptable performance levels on those 
measures. Outcomes for each school will be reported in the form of ratings from "A" to 
"F" (Code Section 20-14-33). Financial rewards for "A" and "B" ratings (Code Section 
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20-14-38) will be issued, and sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings will be administered 
(Code Section 20-14-41). 
Assessments of student performance will increase (Code Section 20-2-281). 
Within 2 years, state developed criterion-referenced tests will be administered to 
students in grades one through eight; a curriculum-based assessment administered to 
students in grade 11 will be required for graduation from high school. In addition, high 
school students will participate in end-of-course examinations for core subjects 
(Code Section 20-2-281). 
Reform Implementation 
Implementing comprehensive educational reform has been described as a 
complex undertaking (Fullan, 1999) that "depends on the development of local capacity 
to manage multiple innovations simultaneously" (p. 65). Difficulty emerges as reforms 
must be contextualized at the local level in order to be viewed meaningfully (Fullan). At 
the core of successful reform implementation is the development of local capacity 
because "each local situation to a certain extent will be unique and will need to develop 
differently depending on the particular configuration of its evolution" (Fullan, p. 66). 
Elmore (1996), summarizing large-scale reform noted that "innovations that 
require large changes in the core of educational practice seldom penetrate more than a 
small fraction of U.S. schools and classrooms, and seldom last for very long when they 
do" (pp. 1-2). The "core of educational practice" was defined not only as the ability of 
educators to conceptualize what knowledge really entails, the role students play in the 
teaching-learning process, and how these facets are translated into classroom 
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opportunities, but also as organizational practices that structure the work of 
organizational members. 
Administrator turnover has been viewed as a threat to comprehensive reform 
implementation (Education Commission of the States, 1999). This problem has been 
illustrated by the withdrawal of support for initiatives already in place as leadership in the 
school or district changes, and visions and missions of previous leaders are replaced. 
Teacher demoralization has been attributed to this phenomenon when previous work to 
advance reforms is negated (Education Commission of the States). The Education 
Commission of the States warned that "with thousands of superintendent and principal 
positions open in this country, it is inevitable that most communities will be affected by 
this problem" (p. 18). 
Several suggestions for overcoming barriers to reform implementation have been 
offered that specifically targeted effective leadership (Finch, 1999). Leaders were 
advised to maintain a vision for instructional improvement, convince personnel that 
benefits to them and their students would be realized over time, maintain a commitment 
to see reforms to conclusion providing to teachers the importance and relevance of the 
initiatives, and provide teacher support through rule or policy revision guaranteeing 
teacher planning time and resources for reform implementation (Finch). 
Interpretation 
Challenges experienced by district personnel attempting to reform math and 
science education were discovered when nine California districts studied interpreted 
substantive aspects of the reforms in varying ways (Spillane & Thompson, 1997). In 
fact, six districts eliminated critical components of the state and national proposals, 
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however district personnel believed that their standards included the pertinent 
components in question. Spillane and Thompson further noted that comprehension of 
key aspects of the reforms varied considerably from district to district and were not 
aligned with state and national standards. 
This example indicated that "local educators' understanding of what it means to 
be 'doing the reforms' poses a major challenge to their implementation locally" (Spillane 
& Thompson, 1997 p. 188). Moreover, local capacity to support instructional 
improvement was embodied in a capacity to understand critical components of the 
reforms and then teach them to teachers and other district personnel (Spillane & 
Thompson). 
Remedial Education and Class Size 
The Georgia A+ Education Act of 2000 eliminated the existing QBE special 
instructional assistance program (Code Section 20-2-153), replacing it with a 
two-pronged early intervention program designated to address kindergarten students 
identified with developmental deficiencies, and students in grades 1-3 identified with 
developmental levels not commensurate with their age-level peers. Additional 
instructional resources through teacher intervention models were prescribed for assisting 
students to master skills that would advance them to grade-level status as rapidly as 
possible. Schools will be held accountable for student improvement by the Office of 
Educational Accountability (Code Section 20-14-26), which will monitor the length of 
time students remain in the early intervention programs, and assign ratings that specify 
whether a school is considered "performing" or "nonperforming" according to that 
criteria. Class size for these programs has been reduced to one teacher tol 1 students. 
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Specified delivery models have been suggested, such as pull-out, class augmentation, 
self-contained, or Reading Recovery, but the law indicated that these were not 
all-inclusive. 
The remedial education program as implemented under QBE (Code Section 
20-2-154) was replaced with a remedial education program for students in grades 4-12 
identified with deficiencies in reading, mathematics or writing. Moving students to 
grade-level status as rapidly as possible was the stated intent of the program. Maximum 
class size was limited to 11 students per teacher. 
The law specified an additional facet of the remedial program that will provide for 
20 extra days of instruction for at least 10% of those students deemed eligible for 
participation in the remedial program (Code Section 20-2-182). Local discretion has 
been granted in organizing the instructional opportunities for low-performing students, 
that must be offered beyond the regular school day. Designs may include but are not 
limited to after-school programs, Saturday classes, or summer school sessions (Code 
Section 20-2-182). 
According to Finn (1998) in a study on effects of small class size on academics 
conducted on behalf of the U.S. Department of Education, small class sizes were found to 
increase the academic achievement of students, especially in the primary grades. 
Conclusions were based on the study of Tennessee's Project Star, and the Lasting 
Benefits Study, that monitored students' performance as they progressed through 
subsequent grades. Finn discovered that students who had been assigned to small 
primary grades classes (1:11-1:16) had academically outperformed their counterparts 
who had been assigned to regular-sized classes, were more motivated in school, and were 
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characterized as more attentive, and better disciplined, as they were tracked through 
grade 10. 
Halbach, Ehrle, Zahorik, and Molnar (2001) investigated the effects of small class 
size on student performance in reviewing the Student Achievement Guarantee in 
Education (SAGE) program implemented in Wisconsin in 1996. The intent of the 
program was to improve academic performance of those students considered 
"economically disadvantaged". Classes consisted of one teacher to 15 students, or two 
teachers to 30 students in a team-teaching structure within one classroom. After one 
year, study results revealed that teachers in the smaller classes reported fewer discipline 
problems, discovered that they had more instructional time during the day, increased time 
devoted to individualized instruction, offered a greater variety of instructional approaches 
such as hands-on activities, and provided greater concentration in required curriculum 
areas resulting in increased student understanding of concepts explored (Halbach, et al.). 
Although benefits were revealed through the study, caution was expressed by the 
researchers that reduction of class size warranted further exploration. Halbach and his 
associates purported that "reduced class sizes offers teachers opportunities to teach 
differently; however, we know little about what makes some teachers more effective than 
others in small classes" (p. 34). 
Revision of Georgia Code Section 20-2-261 has replaced pupil-teacher ratios 
previously prescribed in QBE. New ratios included: Kindergarten program-1:15, primary 




Urban leaders have faced multiple dilemmas in implementing reforms that are 
unique to the inner-city structure (Forsyth & Tallerico, 1998). Funding inequities have 
affected such aspects of urban schooling as facility maintenance and construction, quality 
of the teacher workforce, and access to instructional materials and equipment (Forsyth & 
Tallerico). Working within a reform agenda, specifically examining accountability, 
leader responsibilities in urban situations have differed from those practicing in suburban 
and rural locales. The urban principal has been characterized as one who must "arrive on 
the job with the understanding and skills to change real-world urban school conditions, 
accommodating a very diverse community of students and parents" (Forsyth & Tallerico, 
p. 553). A key ingredient in urban school improvement, building local school capacity, 
has been cited as a trial that often has been undermined by accountability mandates that 
"are linked more closely to monitoring student test data and applying sanctions than to 
helping build local capacity to meet high standards of accountability and remedying 
inequities to ensure students' equal educational opportunities" (Forsyth & Tallerico, p. 
553). According to Reeves (1998), this type of accountability has leadership implications 
as principals facing job security may reflect that "the easiest way to look good is to find a 
school with a record of high achievement, and that frequently means running away from 
the problems of poverty, hunger and violence-and denying leadership in schools where it 
is most needed" (p. 6). 
Differences in the ways principals perceived change, viewed mandates in relation 
to local school needs, and the extent to which they involved teachers in developing 
school-wide plans for improvement, were all found to be related to successful reform 
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implementation (Tripses, 1998). Expert principals shared common skills such as the 
ability to conceive the most critical problem for solution, a keen understanding of school 
reform and curriculum, a thorough comprehension of the change process, and how to 
manage it within their particular school cultures (Tripses). Positive attitudinal 
perspective, comprehending the meaningfulness of the reform initiative, and tenure in 
their schools (4 years) were related to successful implementation. Less successful 
principals were characterized as "going through the motions" to comply with a state edict 
rather than envisioning how the improvement initiative was correlated to their particular 
situations (Tripses). 
Reeves (1998) has admonished that the locus of control influences accountability: 
even the most perfect accountability system, however, will fail if leaders are not 
given authority commensurate with their responsibility. In many districts, site 
administrators have little or no control over the hiring and discipline of teachers, 
the daily instructional and assessment activities within the classroom, and the 
availability of basic learning resources including textbooks, computers, and even 
desks. Accountability is a sham when superintendents and principals are subject 
to public humiliation and career jeopardy when they fail to improve student 
achievement under these circumstances, (p. 6) 
The Charlotte Mecklenburg school system (CMS) implemented a comprehensive 
and innovative reform effort touted by esteemed researchers and public officials during 
the early 1990s, however evaluation of the reform's outcomes over a 4-year period 
indicated little improvement in student achievement (Smith & Mickelson, 2000). 
Heralded as a reform model for the nation, strategies in the reform package included 
provision for magnet schools, a method for implementing desegregation plans, new 
curriculum standards, goals and accountability, financial rewards for schools and teachers 
accomplishing specific goals, and more stringent discipline standards, among others 
(Smith & Mickelson). 
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In 1997 North Carolina published the first results of the state-wide accountability 
initiative, the ABC Plan, based on standardized tests intended to chart annual student 
achievement. CMS schools in general were reported to have performed below that of 
other similar urban districts and much of the state. However, during the previous year 
nine CMS schools had been awarded financial incentives according to the local 
accountability plan. Those nine were identified as among the 22 lowest performing 
schools in the state according to the ABC Plan. Two of those nine principals were 
subsequently suspended according to state criteria established for under-performing 
schools (Smith & Mickelson, 2000). 
School-based reforms that are the most consequential contain similar 
characteristics (Shields & Knapp, 1997). Summarizing findings from a U. S. Department 
of Education study, Shields and Knapp indicated that the most promising 
school-based reforms are relatively moderate rather than comprehensive in scope, 
maintain a strong emphasis on curriculum and instruction, typically extend over a period 
of years according to time frames that permit successful implementation of change, may 
originate from district vision or local school initiative, maintain a collaborative working 
relationship with stakeholders, and emphasize active participation in professional 
development activities that advance school improvement. 
Professional Development 
Professional development increasingly has been perceived as a vital facet of 
successful school improvement and reform implementation (Darling-Hammond & 
McLaughlin, 1999; Elmore & Bumey, 1999; Hawley & Valli, 1999). According to 
Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin, "the leverage for change is thought to lie initially in 
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the transformation of professionals' sense of purpose and mission and consequently, in 
renewed instructional work they undertake together" (pp. 387-388). In order to impart 
renewed instruction to students, teachers first must be prepared for accurate and 
appropriate instructional delivery (Spillane & Thompson, 1997). The most appropriate 
location for this endeavor has been identified as the local school site, where professional 
development is contextualized according to local school needs (Darling-Hammond & 
McLaughlin; Hawley & Valli; Scribner, 1999). 
Typically, professional development has been articulated as poorly designed, 
infrequently scheduled, ineffectively presented (Hawley & Valli, 1999), and of 
insignificant import (Scribner, 1999). When these views prevail, consequently little 
positive influence on teacher development and student achievement is realized (Hawley 
& Villi). Suggested rectification of these problematic aspects of staff development have 
included reconfiguration of teacher schedules to provide increased time for collegial 
interaction during the school day (Scribner; Washington, 1993) and "ways to provide 
educators with opportunities to learn as they collectively address the challenges 
embedded in the inevitable gap between high standards of learning for all students, and 
actual student performance (Hawley & Valli, p. 144). 
Funding has appeared to greatly affect professional staff development (Sirotnik, 
1999). Opposed to large corporations where anywhere from seven to 10% of their 
budgets are spent maintaining competitiveness through professional development, 
relatively little financial commitment to professional development (one percent of public 
education budgets) is realized toward this venture (Sirotnik). Financial considerations 
aside, drawing from results of two nationwide studies, an overwhelming 94% of teachers 
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reported that they participated in an average of 42 hours of professional development 
activities during 1 year (Alexander, Heaviside, & Farris, 1999). Participation in 
enduring, comprehensive school-based or district professional development was reported 
by 71% of those surveyed. Most elementary teachers expressed that local professional 
development provided strategies that could be implemented in their classrooms, and 
approximately 33% believed that their local staff development opportunities were 
worthwhile and meaningful (Alexander, et al.). 
Principals' participation in their own professional development activities has been 
found to positively affect local teacher staff development, and in turn, teachers' 
implementation of what was learned in the activities within their classrooms (Botello & 
Glasman, 1999). Describing effective school leaders and their effects on school 
improvement, it was concluded that effecth leaders utilized what they had learned 
through professional development opportunities to coordinate and direct school 
improvement strategies in teacher professional development, regarded teacher 
professional development as a vital component in improving student achievement from a 
contextual perspective, perceived accurately goals and expected outcomes of staff 
professional development, and had the capacity to elicit commitment from teachers to 
develop their own skills and abilities then to implement in their classrooms strategies 
learned from their training (Botello & Glasman). 
Principals considered effective leaders (Botello & Glasman, 1999) and proactive 
problem solvers (Ediger, 1996) not only coordinated staff development opportunities, but 
also monitored implementation in the classrooms of individual teachers. Such activities 
have been attributed to increased school improvement (Botello & Glasman). 
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In an earlier study, Washington (1993) discovered that both teachers and 
principals overwhelmingly supported teacher-initiated staff development. The principal's 
role, they recommended, should be one of supporter and participant, but not that of 
director or leader of the staff development. Benefits associated with teacher-initiated 
staff development included increased commitment to making necessary changes, 
greater satisfaction with programs they had identified that would strengthen instructional 
skills, and improved morale and communication with peers. Teachers believed that time 
for staff development should be afforded within regular working hours rather than during 
evenings, weekends and summers (Scribner, 1999; Washington). 
Professional development has been characterized as the "glue" that "holds the 
reform together during the building process and keeps the reform together after it has 
been fully implemented" (Finch, 1999, p. 14). Relevant, worthwhile professional 
development opportunities have provided teachers with skills assisting with role 
realignment according to specific reforms being implemented (Finch). 
Technology Proficiency 
The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 has mandated that administrators and 
teachers complete a state-approved technology course, or pass an approved test that 
indicated technology proficiency in order to renew professional certificates (Code Section 
20-2-200). This aspect of the law appears to be aligned with current national trends 
(TSSA, 2001). 
The TSSA Collaborative (The Collaborative for Technology Standards for School 
Administrators) was created to develop a national consensus on technology standards for 
school administrative personnel (TSSA, 2001). Included among those collaborative 
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members are nationally recognized organizations such as the National Association of 
Elementary School Principals, the National Association of Secondary School Principals, 
the National School Board Association, the International Society for Technology in 
Education, the North Central Regional Technology Consortium, and the Southern 
Regional Educational Board. The collaborative also included several states' departments 
of education, and college and university programs. 
The focus of the collaborative was to highlight necessary skills for PK-12 
administrators that would enhance technology education, and use of technological tools 
in daily school operations (TSSA, 2001). The newly developed standards represented 
"what best indicates effective school leadership for comprehensive and effective use of 
technology in schools" (TSSA, p. 1). The six standards statements included: 
I. Leadership and Vision-Educational leaders inspire the development of a 
shared vision for comprehensive integration of technology and foster an 
environment and culture conducive to the realization of that vision. 
II. Learning and Teaching-Educational leaders ensure that curricular 
design, instructional strategies, and learning environments integrate 
appropriate technologies to maximize learning and teaching. 
III. Productivity and Professional Practice-Educational leaders apply 
technology to enhance their professional practice and to increase their 
own productivity and that of others. 
IV. Support, Management, and Operations-Educational leaders provide 
direction to integrate technology tools into productive learning and 
administrative systems. 
V. Assessment and Evaluation-Educational leaders use technology to 
facilitate a comprehensive system of effective assessment and 
evaluation. 
VI. Social, Legal, and Ethical Issues-Educational leaders understand the 
social, legal, and ethical issues related to technology and apply that 
understanding in practice. (TSSA, pp.3-5) 
Each standard is accompanied by a set of performance indicators that specify 
expectations for educational leaders. This initiative is a project at this point in time, and 
the standards will not be officially published until October 2001 (TSSA, 2001). 
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As technology use is related to educational reform, Benson, Peltier, and Matranga 
(1999) maintained that student achievement data managed and manipulated through 
sophisticated computer applications required skill and adeptness with technological 
fimctions. Correspondingly, as demands are made for a myriad of reports that require 
data manipulation, administrator efficiency and productivity has become essential 
(Benson, et al.). In yet another administrative function, knowledge of appropriate 
technology has been cited as a requisite for responsible fiscal management (Benson, et 
al.). 
In a study conducted to determine administrator effectiveness with computer 
technology and proficiency with computer applications, it was discovered in a Nevada 
school district that those administrators who frequently used word processing 
applications in implementing daily administrative duties were more likely to possess at 
least one of the following characteristics: "a computer in the home, previous computer 
experience, were female, younger, had fewer years of administrative experience, were a 
vice principal, or working at a middle school or high school" (Benson, et al., 1999, p. 1). 
Prior to the study, high quality computer technology and software had been purchased for 
administrative offices, and intensive training sessions on the systems and purchased 
software had been made available to the administrators. Approximately 70% of the 
administrators completed the training (Benson, et al.). 
It has been noted that teachers typically lament insufficient staff development 
programs to address the state-of-the-art hardware and software purchased by their 
districts (Little, 1999). Correspondingly, teachers reported that information relating to 
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innovative technologies, an area where they most needed assistance, was virtually 
nonexistent according to a summary of two nation-wide surveys (Alexander, et al., 1999). 
Principals' Teaching Days 
Principals are required to teach for 5 days during each year preceding expiration 
of the professional certificate, or participate in a state approved teacher-training course 
(Code Section 20-2-200). Although improvement efforts are frequently attributed to 
school leaders (Botello & Glasman, 1999; Heck & Hallinger, 1999), a paucity of 
information has addressed principals' teaching in classrooms. Reeves (1998) reported 
however, that a Missouri superintendent, continuing a practice initiated during prior 
tenure as a principal, assigned himself to the system's substitute teacher list, and made 
himself available for teaching in classrooms at least 20 days per year. His commitment to 
student achievement, students and teachers was underscored through this endeavor 
(Reeves). 
Teacher Input Into Principals' Evaluations 
The A+ law has mandated that districts in Georgia may solicit teachers' 
assessments of their principals' performance, that will be included in the principals' 
annual evaluations (Code Section 20-2-210). In order for teachers to accurately assess 
the performance of their principals, it has been suggested that teachers should be familiar 
with principals' roles and responsibilities, and what constitutes effective leadership 
(Weller, Buttery, & Bland, 1994). According to a study investigating teacher evaluation 
of principals, Weller, Buttery, and Bland reported findings indicating that superintendents 
revealed greater reluctance to include teachers in principals' evaluations than the 
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principals included in the study. And as predicted, principals were found to react 
unfavorably to negative assessments by their faculties (Weller, Buttery, and Bland). 
When principals' assessments of their own performance were compared to those 
of their faculties, it was discovered that faculties provided higher ratings of their 
principals' performance (Marlow-Inman, & Atkinson, 1993). In a later study however, 
better ratings were related to length of service as a teacher prior to becoming a principal 
(Ballou & Podgursky, 1995). More than 15 years teaching experience was revealed as a 
pivotal experiential timeframe that affected ratings (Ballou & Podgursky). Further, 
Ballou and Podgursky noted that race, sex, and ethnicity of both the teachers and their 
principals affected teacher ratings. "Female teachers rate female principals as more 
helpful, supportive, and better leaders. To a lesser extent the same can be said of white 
teachers' evaluations of white principals, and (to a lesser extent still) of hispanic teachers 
rating hispanic administrators" (Ballou & Podgursl ., p. 250). 
Testing Increase and School Ratings 
Georgia's state assessment program has mandated that students participate in 
nationally norm-referenced assessments in grades 3,5, and 8 (Code Section 
20-2-281). Additional assessments in the form of criterion-referenced tests will be added 
to the state program for students in grades 1 through 8, utilizing a phase-in approach. By 
2004, the targeted date for complete implementation, the new assessments will be 
administered to Georgia first through eighth graders. Readiness for first grade will be 
determined by an assessment yet to be developed (Code Section 20-2-151). 
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According to Olson (2001), increased use of state assessments throughout the 
country has detrimentally affected time for daily instruction. An analysis of data on 
student testing revealed 
in states that specify the time students are expected to spend on state exams, the 
mean testing time per year is five hours, 19 minutes. The figure excludes the time 
students devote to district and classroom assessments. The accumulation of such 
tests, combined with the time teachers spend preparing students for them, likely 
contributes to educators' sense that tests are overwhelming instruction. (Olson, p. 
25) 
Confounding this difficulty, teachers from Kentucky, and Washington state revealed that 
increased time was spent on those subjects assessed at specific grade levels, to the 
detriment of those subjects not assessed, such as the fine arts, health, science and social 
studies (Olson). 
Georgia schools will be accorded school ratings based on results attained from 
required assessment instruments, a rating that takes into account improvement achieved 
based on the previous year's report, and criteria such as dropout, attendance, and school 
completion rates, among other performance indicators (Code Section 20-14-33). The 
Office of Educational Accountability (Code Section 20-14-25), operating as an entity 
separate from the Georgia State Department of Education will establish individual school 
ratings from "A-F" on the performance indicators. 
According to the Education Week 2001 Quality Counts report, 27 states currently 
rate schools almost exclusively on test scores (Boser, 2001). Sixteen of the 27 states 
were credited with including other performance indicators such as portfolios, and writing 
assessments in computing their ratings (Boser). 
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Precautions have been instituted for ensuring that students do not remain in 
low-performing schools indefinitely, and 14 states have provisions for school take-over, 
or school closing, however, Boser (2001) reported that infrequently states reported 
implementing this strategy. Rewards in the form of monetary bonuses for successful 
schools boasting high or improved test scores were reported in 20 states (Boser). 
Bauer (2000) in investigating whether achievement tests should be used to judge 
school quality, expressed misgivings about implementing the practice after conducting a 
study on test items included in a nationally-marketed standardized achievement test. 
Study results indicated that educator and parent raters believed that approximately half of 
the items "were suspect on at least one of the criteria used to assess the test" (p. 12). 
Further, the author concluded that although standardized tests served a valuable function 
regarding detecting areas requiring improvement for specific students, they should not be 
utilized as an indicator of school quality. 
The notion that aggregate scores on standardized tests should serve as an indicator 
of school quality relies on an assumption of causality. The underlying logic is 
that the scores are predominantly caused by something the school does or has 
some control over. For this presumption to hold, at a minimum we must be 
willing to believe that student performance on standardized tests is related to 
school quality, that the tests measure the skills and abilities stressed in school 
programs, and that there are no antecedent factors that might otherwise explain 
aggregate student performance on the tests .... Aggregate average scores on 
standardized tests are at best a gross approximation of the instructional quality of 
a school, and any number of factors may have more to do with the production of 
this number than the quality of educational services delivered. We should be 
examining what these numbers mean, especially considering the fact that in many 
states the numbers are being used to reward or punish school staff and students, 
(p. 13) 
Although "high stakes" testing as an accountability measure is widespread, some 
state initiatives have been revised, according to parent outrage (Curriculum Review, 
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2000). According to Curriculum Review, parents have opposed new state standards for 
promotion and graduation. 
Faced with the prospect of 83 percent of Latino and 80 percent of black students 
missing out on a high school diploma, Massachusetts adjusted the passing grade 
for its new high-stakes test to just above the failure level. L.A. was forced to 
scale back its initiative to curb social promotions when it became clear 350,000 
students would be held back this year. Virginia's standards of learning, which 
have served as the model for 20 states, are under attack by a well-organized 
parents' group. And Wisconsin's proposed graduation exams were scrapped due 
to public outcry, (p. 2) 
In Georgia, the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 has provided for assistance to 
schools that have difficulty achieving state standards (Code Section 20-2-271). Those 
schools rated as academically failing (Code Section 20-24-33) will be required to 
participate with instructional care teams to improve performance. If schools remain 
academically deficient for a period of 3 years, five options specified in the law may be 
applied: removal of all personnel considered negatively contributing to student 
performance improvement over the 3 year period, implementation of a state charter 
school, reconstitution of the entire school removing all personnel and replacing them, 
allowing parents to remove their children to another school within the local system with 
transportation costs incurred by that system, or require a management team, or monitor to 
oversee school function with the local system incurring costs for the intervention (Code 
Section 20-14-39). 
Rewards will be provided for those schools achieving an "A" or "B" on either or 
both of the assessment portions of the law (Code Section 20-14-38). A $1,000.00 bonus 
will be awarded to certificated personnel in schools receiving each grade of "A", and a 
$500.00 bonus will be awarded for each "B" achieved. No certificated personnel will 
receive bonuses totaling more than $2,000.00 in one year. In addition, noncertificated 
93 
personnel will receive an aggregate sum of $10,000.00 for each "A" and $5000.00 for 
each "B" earned, with a total not to exceed $20,000.00 within one year. The rewards for 
noncertificated personnel will be distributed at the discretion of the local school council. 
Language of the law specifies that awards will be disseminated provided that the General 
Assembly appropriates the funds, or they are otherwise appropriated (Code Section 
20-14-38). 
Bonstingl (2001) has condemned the emphasis on high-stakes testing and the 
effects it has imposed on administrators, teachers, and students. Administrators and 
teachers have become unenthusiastic and demoralized, and students who do not do well 
on the high-stakes tests view school with an apathetic, uninterested attitude (Bonstingl). 
While esteemed researchers have publicized business and industry's influence on public 
education (Lindle, 1999; Shipps, 2000), Bonstingl (2001) admonished that some advice 
ultimately has not been valued: 
The current high-stakes testing craze is completely antithetical to the very ideas 
and practices that businesses have found so helpful in their own industries and are 
seeking to share with educational leaders. Leaders in business and industry have 
learned from hard experience that fear and coercion are counterproductive. The 
best results come from people working creatively and collaboratively, rather than 
from the imposition of a culture based on command, compliance, and control. 
(P- 2) 
When high-stakes testing is used for laudable purposes, it can be a source for 
school improvement (American Educational Research Association, 2000). However, in a 
position statement regarding test use and interpretation, the American Educational 
Research Association proclaimed: 
It is hoped that setting high standards of achievement will inspire greater effort on 
the part of students, teachers, and educational administrators. Reports of test 
results may also be beneficial in directing public attention to gross achievement 
disparities among schools or among student groups. However, if high-stakes 
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testing programs are implemented in circumstances where educational resources 
are inadequate or where tests lack sufficient reliability and validity for their 
intended purposes, there is potential for serious harm. Policy makers and the 
public may be misled by spurious test score increases unrelated to any 
fundamental educational improvement; and students may be placed at increased 
risk of educational failure and dropping out; teachers may be blamed or punished 
for inequitable resources over which they have no control; and curriculum and 
instruction may be severely distorted if high test scores per se, rather than 
learning, become the overriding goal of classroom instruction, (pp. 1 -2) 
The position statement included 12 conditions that should be included in implementing 
high-stakes testing programs. 
Haney (2000) conducted a comprehensive investigation of reform in Texas and 
the "miracle''1 gains students had achieved on the TAAS (Texas Assessment of Academic 
Skills) during the 1990s. He offered evidence indicating that "the dramatic gains apparent 
on TAAS in the 1990s are simply not borne out by results of other testing programs (such 
as the SAT [Scholastic Aptitude Test], NAEP [National Assessment of Educational 
Progress], and TASP [Texas Academic Skills Program])" (Haney, Part 8: p. 9). 
Corroborating Haney's results, specifically examining mathematics achievement of 
students from grades 4 to 8 as measured by the NAEP, Camilli (2000) revealed that the 
achievement of Texas students was merely average, elaborating that "in regard to a 
comparison among states, the miracle in Texas looks much like the median elsewhere" 
(p. 2). 
Haney's (2000) analysis revealed that fewer than 70% of Texas students 
graduated from high school during the 1990s, concluding that 
the TAAS testing program in Texas seems to have been spawned mainly by a yen 
for holding schools 'accountable ' for student learning .... quite apart from test 
scores, surely one of the most important outcomes of public education is how 
many young people finish schooling and graduate from high school. (Part 8: p. 9) 
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Further, results from three statewide surveys of various educator groups throughout the 
state illustrated discontent with the testing requirement. Outcomes of the surveys 
indicated that educator groups believed: 
1. Texas schools are devoting a huge amount of time and energy preparing 
students specifically for TAAS. 
2. Emphasis on TAAS is hurting more than helping teaching and learning in 
Texas schools. 
3. Emphasis on TAAS is particularly harmful to at-risk students. 
4. Emphasis on TAAS contributes to retention in grade and dropping out of 
school. (Haney, Part 8: p.7) 
District Support for Reforms 
Successful school reform has been predicated upon a supportive school district 
(Education Commission of the States, 1999; Elmore & Bumey, 1999). Elmore and 
Bumey determined that district commitment to instructional improvement was found to 
"play an active and influential role in mobilizing resources to support sustained 
improvement in teaching practice" in the New York district studied (p. 288). Similarly, 
the district has been portrayed as the "convener" by providing opportunities for central 
office administration, support personnel, school faculties and administrators to 
collaborate on areas of concern related to reforms such as staffing problems, 
organizational functions, and community involvement (Education Commission of the 
States). 
When district leadership embraces authentic systemic improvement, unintended, 
but beneficial, outcomes may be realized (Middleton, Smith, & Williams, 1994). 
Ensuring that the central office personnel in the Columbus Ohio Public Schools enabled 
schools to effectively implement systemic reform, district leadership developed a 
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comprehensive staff development program that encouraged redefinition of the role of the 
central office. 
Extensive staff development on implementation of a school improvement 
program was delivered to board of education members, central office staff and site 
leadership teams involved in the process. Barriers to successful implementation were 
recognized and district staff worked to alter existing practices that discouraged successful 
change. As each school reviewed and revised the program according to contextual 
circumstances, the need for waivers to board policy became apparent. A process for 
applying for a waiver that directly was tied to improvement efforts was instituted. "The 
process of supporting school initiatives, rather than directing school initiatives will 
provide the impetus for practitioners to use a variety of ideas and techniques that can 
make a difference" (Middleton, et al., 1994, p. 9). 
Districts often have been revealed as instrumental in initiating reform efforts 
(Shields & Knapp, 1997). Approximately 60% of school districts responding to a 
nationwide poll indicated that impetus for comprehensive reform originated with central 
office staff, and a little more than 25% indicated that routinely reforms were coordinated 
by district personnel. 
Professional development, viewed as an imperative to successful reform 
implementation, was provided to differing degrees among school districts responding to 
the survey (Shields & Knapp, 1997). Some schools reported receiving significant support 
for skill development and team-building efforts, whereas others indicated limited 
opportunities based on inadequate visionary capacity, funding constraints, expert human 
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resources, or erroneous beliefs regarding the value of professional development (Shields 
& Knapp). 
When reforms were perceived to be overly restrictive, districts lobbied to the 
Illinois state legislature for waivers to the existing law (Hosea, Colwell, & Thurston, 
1996). The Illinois Education Waiver of Mandates Act provided districts with the 
opportunity to apply for waivers that they believed impeded provision of quality 
educational opportunities for students from contextual viewpoints (Hosea, et al.,1996). 
Summary 
Research revealed that principals felt ill prepared to embrace new roles and 
responsibilities surfacing as a result of restructuring. How to reorient from the 
outmoded traditional role of instructional leader to the facilitative, transformational 
leader, positively affecting school climate and culture will be a difficult undertaking for 
some. Operating within political contexts successfully, supporting and encouraging 
relationships with stakeholders and superiors while conducting administrative functions, 
appeared to some education researchers to be extremely difficult and beyond the 
capabilities of one individual. 
Decentralization of control from district and state offices to the school site 
transfers decision-making authority and responsibility to school councils. 
Stakeholder groups will increasingly become more involved in making decisions that 
affect curriculum, school policies, and procedures, however the principal will remain 
solely accountable for the outcomes of those decisions. Additionally, power 
realignment may increase tension and conflict among organizational participants. 
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Success of reform implementation has been attributed to appropriately 
conceptualizing contextual needs, then aligning them with reform specifications. 
Effective leadership has been ascribed as a necessity in realizing this goal especially 
when reforms must be accurately interpreted then explained to those responsible for 
implementation. 
Areas of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 that elementary principals will be 
actively engaged in administering include remedial education programs, alignment of 
class sizes within prescribed parameters, comprehending the accountability system and 
increased student assessment and consequently, the implications of successful or 
unsuccessful student and school performance, and local professional development. 
Responsibility for personal technological proficiency and 5 days of classroom teaching 
for certificate renewal will also require time and attention. Effectively soliciting district 
support for reform implementation will be an essential component of principals' roles. 
Documentation has revealed that these issues affect the role of the principal. It 
has been acknowledged, however, that it was difficult to discern exactly how the role was 
affected by restructuring, or what the most appropriate role for the principal in a 
restructured school encompassed. Although a recent study on the Georgia principalship 
indicated that 59% of principals surveyed included teachers in site-based management to 
some degree, parents and community members were not included in the formal process. 
Georgia principals will be engaged in managing role transition as the A+ Educational 
Reform Act of 2000 is implemented. 
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As leaders of their schools, principals have become pivotal influences on 
successful or unsuccessful reform implementation. As such, perceptions become 
important barometers of the manner in which reforms are contextually interpreted. 
The education community has not supported effective management of change to 
those charged with implementing it through appropriate training, support and leadership 
development programs. This has been supported by principals' admissions that advanced 
degree programs ill prepared them to assume the principalship. 
Current data is needed for understanding the roles of principals as leaders of their 
organizations. Previous studies have not conceptualized the role of the Georgia 
elementary principal in the midst of comprehensive educational reform. Excluded from 
providing input into the reform law, principals will have an opportunity to 
characterize their roles from a transitional perspective. Intimately engaged in reform 





The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 has mandated that improvement in student 
performance and overall school improvement will be accomplished in public schools 
throughout the state of Georgia. As leaders of school organizations, principals have 
assumed responsibility for executing the reforms, and consequentially have become 
pivotal influences on their stakeholder groups regarding acceptance or rejection of the 
initiatives. Instituting comprehensive educational reform, according to Fullan (1993), 
unfortunately, may result in less than desirable outcomes. Problems are recognized 
"when rapidly implemented new structures create confusion, ambiguity, and conflict, 
ultimately leading to retrenchment" (p. 68). Meaningful educational change results "not 
in the capacity to implement the latest policy, but rather the ability to survive the 
vicissitudes of planned and unplanned change while growing and developing" (p. 5). 
Facilitating school reform efforts such as site based decision making and stringent 
accountability initiatives have affected the ways in which principals structure their 
organizations, reorganize and deliver curricula, and develop and nurture collaborative 
relationships with stakeholders (Conley, 1993; Goldman, et al., 1991; Leithwood, 1992 
Sagor, 1992). Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of their duties and 
responsibilities have provided worthy data for derivation of unique role conceptions in 
the midst of the initial phase of restructuring mandated by the A+ Reform Act of 2000. 
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Research Questions 
1. Do Georgia elementary principals perceive that the A+ Education 
Reform Act of 2000 will change their roles? 
2. Do Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of role change as a 
result of implementation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 vary 
by (a) length of service; (b) projected length of service; (c) age; (d) 
gender; (e) educational level (M. Ed., Ed., S., Ed. D./Ph. D.); or (f) 
school geographical location (urban, suburban, rural)? 
3. Have Georgia elementary principals received district support for 
implementation of specific components of the A+ Education Reform 
Act of 2000? 
Methodology 
Research Design 
The study employed a descriptive, survey approach to address the research 
questions. Utilization of the survey design for the purposes of this study were twofold. 
First, the survey design enabled the researcher to "identify problems or justify current 
conditions and practices" (Issac & Michael, 1971, p. 18) relating to elementary 
principals' perceptions regarding effects of implementation of the A+ Education Reform 
Act of 2000 on their roles. Second, the researcher was able to examine differences 
among groups of principals experiencing similar difficulties with role change especially 
as it related to implementation of the law, and identify ways that their experiences could 
be informative in future decision making and planning (Issac & Michael 1971). 
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Subjects 
The subjects in the study were comprised of a random sample (Gall, Borg, & 
Gall, 1996) of Georgia elementary school principals currently listed in the Georgia Public 
Schools Directory (Georgia Department of Education, 2000). A random sample of 
elementary principals was selected to ensure that each Georgia elementary principal 
would have "an equal and independent chance of being selected as a member of the 
sample" (Gall, et al., 1996, p. 223). This method ensured that a sufficient representative 
sample of principals was used for the purpose of generalizing study results to the target 
population (Creswell, 1994). A single-stage sampling procedure was used since 
principals' names and school addresses were listed in the directory. 
Special entities (e.g. specialty schools, alternative schools, psychoeducational 
programs, etc.) were listed in the directory, but were excluded from the study. Due to 
system size, some schools were not characterized using traditional grade groupings. For 
instance, some systems divided the elementary grades separating primary and 
intermediate levels. These schools were included according to the written designation 
provided by the system, and listed as such in the Georgia Public Schools Directory 
(Georgia Department of Education, 2000). 
Sample 
A table of random numbers was used to select subjects from the elementary 
principal population in the state of Georgia (Tuckman, 1972). Currently 180 school 
systems have been found to exist in Georgia, and 1193 principals were noted as heads of 
elementary schools containing grade groupings incorporating PK-5 in various 
combinations (Georgia Department of Education, 2000). A total of 588 elementary 
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school principals was selected for participation in the study. This number was slightly 
more than double the recommended sample size of 291 for a total population size of 1200 
(Krejcie & Morgan, 1970). 
Instrumentation 
A cross-sectional survey was conducted to establish the status of 
elementary principals' perceptions at a given point in time. A self-designed survey 
questionnaire developed by the researcher explored principals' perceptions of role change 
during restructuring. Five surveys have been conducted in Georgia since 1985 exploring 
principals' self-perceptions of their roles (Blase & Blase, 1999; Bowden, 1990; Boyer, 
1997; Gray, 1992; Page & Page, 1985). However, no survey highlighted perceptions of 
specific features of the new reform law the researcher wished to investigate. 
Additionally, no study has been found that exclusively explored self-perceptions of 
elementary principals as a result of the new reform law. Survey questions reflected 
components of restructuring that were supported in the literature, and addressed unique 
facets of the Georgia A+ Education Reform Act of 2000. 
Questions for the survey were derived from a compelling interest on the part of 
the researcher to explore how Georgia elementary principals perceived that 
comprehensive reform mandated by the state legislature influenced their roles. The 
complete survey, found in Appendix A, included quantitative and qualitative questions, 
for the purpose of deriving a thorough understanding of principals' role perceptions as 
they participated in the initial phase of implementation of comprehensive reform. Survey 
questions addressed whether elementary principals believed that specific components of 
the law that they were responsible for coordinating or implementing were tenable, and 
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how the law had already influenced their roles as building-level leaders. In addition, the 
researcher endeavored to ascertain whether principals believed that they possessed the 
skills and abilities effectively to implement components of the law that could potentially 
affect their roles, whether their districts had supported their efforts toward implementing 
explicit facets of the law, and whether or not they perceived particular facets of the law 
would fulfill the stated intent of improving student performance. Further, the researcher 
desired to compare demographic variables that might affect survey responses. Few 
principals were granted the opportunity to participate on the Education Reform Study 
Commission (1999), and thus those most responsible for implementing the law were 
excluded from assisting with drafting the new reform law. Therefore, the researcher 
desired to offer practicing elementary principals the opportunity to provide suggestions 
for amending the law they have been mandated to implement. 
An extensive review of the research literature revealed support for inclusion of 
specific survey questions. Unique facets of the law for which little research was 
discovered were included to answer the research questions. Because no reform law had 
been implemented in Georgia that exclusively addressed particular areas included in the 
A+ law that were explored in the survey, the researcher believed questions that addressed 
those facets were merited. Table 1 reported the research questions and the subsequent 
relationship with research literature, and survey questions. 
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Table 1 
Alignment of Research Questions, and Survey Questions With Literature 
Survey Question 
Number 








Lawler, 1973, p. 68; Alderfer, 1976, p. 68, 
Smith, Maehr, & Midgley, 1992, p. 68 
Ford & Bennett, 1994, p. 69 
Smith, Maehr, & Midgley, 1992, p. 68; Lawler, 
1973, p. 68; Saleh & Otis, 1976, p. 69 
Ballou & Podgursky (1995) p. 71; Hallinger, 
Bickman, & Davis (1996) p. 71; DeKeyser 
(1989) p. 72 
Lawler, 1973, p. 68; Klein & Maher, 1976, 
p. 69 
Mirel, 1993, p. 70; Alexander, 1992, p. 70; 
Kozol, 1991; 1995; p. 71 
Fullan, 1997, p. 19; Governor's Education 
Reform Study Commission, 1999, p. 18; 
Serico, 1998, p. 18 
Bista & Glasman, 1998, pp. 25-26; Sebring & 
Bryk, 2000, p. 26; Wyman, 2000, p. 46 
Ford, 1991, p. 32; Naftchi-Ardebili, Mueller, 
Vallina & Warwick, 1992, pp. 28-29; 
Wilkerson, 1995, p. 29 
Bauer, 2000, p. 88; Bonstingl, 2001, p. 90; 
Boser, 2001, p. 88 
Tanner & Stone, 1998, p. 32; Serico, 1998, 
p.32; Ford, 1991, p. 33 
A+, 2000, p. 77; Finn, 1998, p. 78; Halbach et 
al., 2001, p. 78 
2, subquestion a 
2, subquestion b 
2, subquestion c 
2, subquestion d 
2, subquestion e 






Table 1 (continued) 
Survey Question Alignment with Literature Research Question 
Number  Number  
11C A+, 2000, p. 77 1,3 
11 D A+,2000, p. 78 1,3 
HE A+, 2000, p. 87; Reeves, 1998, p. 87 1,3 
11 F A+, 2000, p. 85; TSSA, 2000, p. 85; Benson, et 1,3 
al., 1999, p. 86 
11 G A+, 2000, p. 88; Bauer, 2000, p. 88; Boser, 1, 3 
2001, p. 88 
11 H A+,2000, p. 90; Wilkerson, 1995, p. 31; 1,3 
Hunter, 1999, p. 35 
11 I A+, 2000, pp. 89-90; Bonstingl, p. 91; Kohn, 1, 3 
1999, p. 60 
11 J A+, 2000, p. 88; Olson, 2001, p. 88; Smith & 1,3 
Mickelson, 2000, p. 81 
11 K Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1999, p. 82; 1,3 
Hawley & Villi, 1999, p. 82; Scribner, 1999, p. 
82 
11 L A+, 2000, p. 88; Ballou & Podgursky, 1995, p. 1, 3 
88; Weller, et al., 1994, p. 88 
12 Anderson & Shirley, 1995, p. 25; Murphy, 1 
1994, pp. 26-27; Pristine, 1993, p. 27 
13 Din, 1998, pp. 37-38; Latham, 1998, p. 45; 1 
Russo, 1995, p. 44 
14 Carlin, 1992, p. 33; Mitchell & Boyd, 1998, p. 1 
55; Tanner & Stone, 1998, p. 31 
15 Kohn, 1999, p. 59; Rowland, 1999, p. 38; l 
Sandefiir & Hinely, 1991, p. 30 
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During January 2001, the researcher endeavored to secure support for the study 
by contacting educational officials throughout the state. Contacts included Georgia State 
Superintendent Linda Schrenko, and Mr. Jim Puckett, Executive Director, Georgia 
Association of Educational Leaders, among others. A survey was mailed to those 
contacts, with a request for endorsement pending receipt of IRB and dissertation 
committee approval. Both Superintendent Schrenko and Mr. Puckett endorsed the study, 
and their names were included in the cover letter (found in Appendix B) mailed to 
principals selected to participate in the study, indicating the endorsements. Electronic 
communications regarding endorsement are found in Appendixes C and D, respectively. 
An expert panel of judges was selected to examine the face validity of the 
instrument (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996). A committee composed of a RESA consultant, 
two Georgia public school superintendents, a Georgia university professor, two Georgia 
elementary public school principals, and a professional education consultant served as 
members of the expert panel. 
Each panel member was telephoned in February 2001 by the researcher, 
requesting assistance with the study. It was explained that approval for the research 
proposal, from the Georgia Southern University Institutional Review Board, had to be 
obtained prior to beginning the face validity phase of the study. The research proposal 
was submitted to the IRB (found in Appendix E), and approval for conducting the study 
was received on April 3, 2001 (found in Appendix F). 
Every panel member affirmatively responded, and each was mailed a letter on 
April 4, 2001 (found in Appendix G), formally requesting his or her expertise in 
determining face validity of the survey. The mailing included the cover letter elucidating 
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research questions driving the survey, the survey itself, and a self-addressed stamped 
envelope. Recommendations for survey improvement were requested and panel 
members were asked to make notations regarding the amount of time required to 
complete the survey. Responses were requested within a 2-week timeframe. All 
responses were received by April 23, 2001. 
A pilot test was conducted to assess how well the survey addressed issues 
examined in the study (Gall, et al., 1996). Thirteen Georgia public school elementary 
principals were selected to respond to the survey in order to determine content validity of 
the instrument. The researcher requested that the pilot participants respond by writing 
beside each question what they perceived each question asked. Ten responses were 
received. The responses assisted the researcher in determining accuracy of wording of 
survey questions in order that the intended purpose of each question would be conveyed 
to the survey respondents (Gall et al.). The time element involved in responding to the 
survey was confirmed through the pilot process. 
The questionnaire format included both closed form and open-ended 
questions. It was constructed as an attitude scale with 15 items that required 38 
responses, for the purpose of representative assessment of principals' perceptions (Gall et 
al., 1996). The benefits of utilizing attitude oales have been depicted by the anonymity 
factor in responding, the ability to sample a large group of individuals in a short time, and 
the opportunity for individuals to reflect on their attitudes to given statements privately, 
using the time necessary to respond (Edwards, 1957). Both a Likert scale and written 
responses were utilized to assess principals' perceptions (Gall et al.). 
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For ease of response by participants, the closed form questions were included. 
Advantages have been attributed to utilization of survey research rather than the 
interview method (Edwards, 1957). Direct questioning of individuals about their feelings 
is limited in three ways. First, individuals may be reluctant to share their feelings about 
personal or controversial topics. Second, individuals definitively may not know how they 
feel about specific issues. Third, complex issues may yield conflict or confusion for an 
individual, resulting in the inability to express true feelings (Edwards). 
Open-ended questions were included in the survey to capture, in rich 
detail, and in selected principals' own words, the essence of the perceived effects of the 
A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 on their roles (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). 
Procedures 
Permission to conduct the study was requested by the researcher from the Georgia 
Southern University Institutional Review Board. Receipt of permission to proceed was 
received on April 3, 2001. The preselected panel of expert judges was subsequently 
contacted by mail. 
Initially, each member of the expert panel was contacted by telephone by the 
researcher requesting his or her participation in reviewing the survey. After receiving 
consent from the panel, the researcher sent a letter with a copy of the survey to each 
person on April 4, 2001. A 2-week deadline for response was requested. When 
responses were received, the instrument was revised to reflect suggestions offered by the 
experts. Thoughtful reflection was provided from each panel member, that assisted in 
revision of the survey for clarity. One panel member suggested that the researcher 
110 
include an additional research question, in order to more succinctly analyze survey 
responses. 
The selected pilot survey participants were contacted by mail with a cover letter 
(found in Appendix H) explaining the study, specific instructions for evaluating the 
survey, a copy of the survey, assurance that their identities would remain anonymous and 
their specific responses confidential, on April 30, 2001. A 1-week deadline for response 
was requested. After responses were received, no additional corrections were required. 
The pilot survey confirmed that each question was interpreted as intended by the 
researcher, and thus should be likewise interpreted by selected study participants. 
Because minor alterations had been made to the original questionnaire instrument, 
and dates for mailing the survey letter had changed, the Georgia Southern University 
Institutional Review Board was recontacted on May 1, 2001, elucidating the changes. A 
response was received on May 8, 2001, indicating that the insignificance of the changes 
did not alter the original approval for the study. The second IRB approval is provided in 
Appendix I. 
The randomly selected principals were mailed the survey instrument with a cover 
letter, and a self-addressed stamped envelope on May 9, 2001. The randomized number 
was printed on the front of each envelope. The randomized numbers corresponded to a 
list with the names of selected principals. This number enabled the researcher to identify 
participants for the purpose of making contact with nonrespondents. 
After 2 weeks, a follow-up postcard (found in Appendix J) was mailed to 378 
nonrespondents requesting a reply. The postcard was printed on bright paper to 
encourage attention to response. 
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A second mailing of a revised cover letter, found in Appendix K, survey and 
self-addressed return envelope was required. A total of 345 surveys was mailed on May 
31,2001. 
The surveys were received and tabulated by the preassigned number, then 
envelopes were destroyed as specified, to ensure confidentiality. A total of 320 surveys 
was used in the study. The targeted sample size of 291 was obtained and responses 
received represented 54% of the total number of contacts. 
Data Analysis 
The data were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. An attempt was made to 
analyze the research questions in part, by utilizing the multiple regression method. This 
method can be used to "determine the correlation between a criterion variable and a 
combination of two or more predictor variables" (Gall et al., 1996, p. 433). Four personal 
and demographic variables were considered predictor variables. According to Gall and 
his associates, the multiple regression method "provides estimates both of the magnitude 
and statistical significance of relationships between variables" (p. 434). One-way 
analysis of variance was employed to determine between-groups variance and 
within-groups variance (Gall, et al.) on two demographic variables. 
The statistical software program SPSS (SPSS, 1998) was utilized to analyze the 
data quantitatively. Descriptive statistics for elementary principals such as frequencies, 
means and standard deviations were derived utilizing SPSS (SPSS). Selected A+ law 
components and demographic variables included in the second research question (length 
of service, projected length of service, age, gender, educational level, and school 
geographical location) were analyzed using the correlations and multiple regression 
112 
components of SPSS (SPSS). These methods of analysis enabled the researcher to 
determine whether specific groups of elementary principals responded predictably to 
particular survey questions, and whether any differences found among groups were 
statistically significant (Gall, et al., 1996). 
Open-ended questions were analyzed by searching for patterns, themes and 
categories (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). Computer software specifically designed for 
analyzing qualitative data N5 (the latest version of NUD*IST, QSR, 2000), was 
employed to efficiently and effectively analyze the qualitative data. Hong Tak, Nield, 
and Becker (1999) reported that the NUDTST (Non-numerical Unstructured Data 
Indexing, Searching, and Theorizing) computer program was a superior tool for use by 
researchers intending to code and retrieve data in text. Additionally, they indicated that 
the NUDTST program swiftly analyzed thematic patterns in data. 
The role of Georgia elementary principals might be described as transforming as a 
result of the implementation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000. Principals, 
considered critically important organizational members charged with successfully 
instituting the mandated restructuring initiatives, were offered an opportunity to provide 
invaluable information to policy makers, legislators, university officials, the Georgia 
State Department of Education, and their Georgia colleagues regarding challenges they 
experienced as the definitions of traditional roles were rewritten. 
Summary 
The researcher explored Georgia public school elementary principals' perceptions 
of specified facets of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 to determine whether they 
believed the reforms affected their roles. Personal and professional demographics that 
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included length of service, projected time to remain in the principalship, age, gender, 
educational level, and school-community description were examined to compare groups 
of respondents on specific survey questions. 
After receiving permission to conduct the study, face validity of the survey was 
ascertained by a panel of expert judges. A pilot survey was conducted to determine 
content validity of the survey, with 13 preselected Georgia public school elementary 
principals. Ten respondents participated in the pilot phase of the study. 
The study was conducted utilizing qualitative and quantitative methods. The 
survey method was used in order that a large number of principals could provide their 
opinions on the new law. The survey was self-designed and included closed form and 
open-ended questions, and an attitude scale. 
The data were analyzed quantitatively using correlations and the attempt was 
made to utilize the multiple regression method, isolating selected personal and 
professional demographics as predictor variables. Two demographic variables were 
analyzed utilizing the one-way analysis of variance statistical procedure. The software 
program SPSS (SPSS, 1998), was employed to analyze the data quantitatively. 
Additionally, open-ended questions were analyzed with the qualitative software program 
N5 (QSR, 2000) capable of analyzing thematic patterns in data. 
Georgia elementary principals were provided a unique opportunity to offer 
contributions to research on reform efforts, and the Georgia elementary principal's role, 
through participation in the study. Intimately involved in ascertaining that the reforms 
are implemented efficiently and effectively, principals have been rich sources of 
information for a variety of publics. 
CHAPTER IV 
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 
Successful implementation of change pioneered by national, state or local 
directives has been ascribed to the principal as leader of the school organization. Georgia 
elementary principals began the task of comprehensive reform implementation as the 
initial phase of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 commenced on July 1, 2000. 
Specific components of the reform pertinent to elementary organizations included 
reevaluation of organizational structure for implementation of remedial programs, 
expanded leadership expectations for continuing certification, emphasized evaluation of 
student performance through additional assessment, assigning grades to schools and 
corollary rewards or sanctions for those grades, and involving stakeholder groups in 
decision making to improve student performance. 
Introduction 
The study was designed to explore the perceptions of Georgia public elementary 
principals' regarding specific components of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 
related to their roles as building leaders. The survey was self-designed and consisted of 
four major sections: 1) personal and demographic information, 2) principals' general 
perceptions of components of the A+ law, 3) principals' evaluation of specific 
components of the A+ law, and whether or not they perceived they had received district 
support for these components, and 4) four open-ended questions eliciting opinions about 
principals' roles, and suggestions for amending the A+ law. 
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The survey was examined by an expert panel to determine face validity, and was 
pilot tested by 10 elementary principals in one Georgia district to determine content 
validity and reliability. Suggestions offered by the expert panel enabled the researcher to 
clarify questions, and provided assistance with formatting. One panel member suggested 
adding an additional research question. Responses from pilot participants indicated that 
further revisions were unnecessary. After revisions were completed, the survey was 
mailed to 588 Georgia public elementary school principals randomly selected from the 
Georgia Public Schools Directory published by the Georgia State Department of 
Education (2000). 
Data analysis was conducted utilizing the SPSS (SPSS, 1998) and N5 (QSR, 
2000) computer programs. Data analysis utilizing SPSS generated descriptive statistics 
such as frequencies, means, and standard deviations. N5 enabled analysis of qualitative 
answers by coding and reducing large textual responses into thematic conceptualizations. 
The study investigated three research questions: 
1. Do Georgia elementary principals perceive that the A+ Education 
Reform Act of 2000 will change their roles? 
2. Do Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of role change as a 
result of implementation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 
vary by (a) length of service; (b) projected length of service; (c) age; 
(d) gender; (e) educational level (M. Ed., Ed., S., Ed. D./Ph. D.); or (f) 
school geographical location (urban, suburban, rural)? 
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3. Have Georgia elementary principals received district support for 
implementation of specific components of the A+ Education Reform 
Act of 2000? 
Findings 
Principals' Personal and Professional Demographics 
A total of 320 Georgia elementary principals responded to the survey. The 320 
responses represented a 54% return rate of the total mailing. 
Current status of Georgia elementary principals was obtained by analyzing 
demographic data in six questions of the survey. Table 2 presented data from these 
elementary practitioners regarding their years of service as principals. 
Table 2 
Respondents' Years of Experience as Principal 









Respondents revealed that they had served from 2 months to 44 years in the 
principalship. The standard deviation indicated a high amount of variability in years 
served as principals among respondents, and the average length of time spent in the 
principalship was reported as 9 years. The largest percentage of respondents revealed that 
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they had the least experience as principals with 65.9% reporting from 2 months to 10 
years of experience. Slightly more than one fourth of the respondents indicated that they 
had from 11 to 20 years of experience, while less than 10% indicated that they had 
remained in the principalship for 21 years or longer. The most frequently reported 
number of years' experience of those participating in the study was found to be 3 years 
(10.3%). 
Further exploration of respondents' characteristics was accomplished by 
examining the number of years they anticipated they would remain in their positions as 
building principals. Table 3 represented principals' predictions of the number of years 
they would remain in the principalship. 
Table 3 
Principals' Years Remaining in the Principalship 
Variable Percentage M SD n 





Almost 9% of the principals indicated that they were retiring at the end of the 2001 
school year, and 50% revealed that they would remain in the position from 1 to 5 years. 
The highest percentage of principals (14.7%) indicated that they would retire after 
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serving 6 more years, 10% indicated they would retire after 2 more years, 8% indicated 
they would remain at least 3 more years, and 10% reported they would retire after 4 
years. Almost one fourth (22.8%) of the respondents related that they would remain for 
6 to 11 years, with 8% indicating that they planned to serve as principals from 12 to 30 
years. 
Table 4 reported principals' age, separated into four categories. The value of "1" 
was assigned to the "under 35" category, "2" to the "35-45" category, "3" to the "46-55" 
category, and "4" to the "56+" category. 
Table 4 
Principals' Age Reported in Categories 
Variable Value Percentage M SD n 
Age 2.96 .63 319 
Under 35 1 2.8% 
35-45 2 12.8% 
46-55 3 69.1% 
56+ 4 15.0% 
The age-range most frequently reported was represented by the "46-55" category, 
with almost 70% of the study population occupying this age-range. The category 
representing the under 35 age-range comprised almost 3% of those reporting. The second 
most frequently reported age-range was revealed as 56+, with 15% of the respondents 
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revealing this information. The 35-45 age range was represented by 13% of the 
responding principals. 
Gender results have been reflected in Table 5. The value of "1" was assigned to 
the "male" category, and "2" was assigned to the "female" category. 
Table 5 
Principals' Gender 
Variable Value Percentage M SD n 
Gender 1.6 .48 319 
Male 1 35.6% 
Female 2 64.1% 
More females than males responded to the survey with almost two thirds of the 
respondent population comprising the female gender. Georgia female elementary 
principals were represented by 64.1%, and male respondents encompassed 35.6% of 
those responding. 
Principals' educational level was divided into three categories with values of "1", 
"2", and "3" assigned to the Master's, Educational Specialist, and Doctorate degrees, 
respectively. Table 6 reported these data. 
The highest educational level reported by most principals was the Education 
Specialist degree, with 71.9%, and a mean of 2.11 revealing that they held this credential. 
Slightly less than 20% of the respondents reported holding the doctorate degree, and 
8.1% of the respondents revealed that they held the Master's degree. 
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Table 6 
Principals' Educational Level 
Variable Value Percentage M SD n 
Educational Level 2.11 .52 319 
Master's 1 8.1% 
Education Specialist 2 71.9% 
Doctorate 3 19.7% 
Table 7 reported the data collected regarding school communities served by the 
respondents. Values of "1", "2", and "3" were assigned to represent the communities, 
with "1" representing the urban area, "2" representing suburban locales, and "3" 
representing the rural areas. 
Table 7 
School Community Served 
Variable Value Percentage M SD n 
Community served 2.17 .74 319 
Urban 1 20.6% 
Suburban 2 40.6% 
Rural 3 38.4% 
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Most of the respondents reported working in suburban communities (40.6%) however, 
this representation only marginally surpassed those who reported working in rural areas 
(38.4%). Urban locales were represented by 20.6% of the respondents. 
Principals'' General Perceptions 
Four survey statements were posed to assess principals' beliefs regarding 
overarching implications addressed by the A+ law, and to answer, in part, the first 
research question: 1. Do Georgia elementary principals perceive that the A+ Education 
Reform Act of 2000 will change their roles? Each statement presented was aligned with 
responsibility issues principals will face, or are currently facing as a result of the reform 
implementation. Values ranging from "1" representing "strongly disagree" to "5" 
representing "strongly agree" were provided as response choices. One value, "3", 
representing "Don't Know" was included on the survey as an alternative to the "neutral" 
choice, to encourage responses that could be interpreted more meaningfully. 
Table 8 provided frequencies and descriptive statistics of elementary principals' 
responses to the first question in the second section of the survey, referring to 
understanding the A+ law. 
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Table 8 
Understanding the A+ Law 
Variable Value Frequency Percentage M SD n 
Understanding 4.07 .66 319 
Strongly Agree 5 69 21.6% 
Agree 4 219 68.4% 
Don't Know 3 19 5.9% 
Disagree 2 11 3.4% 
Strongly Disagree 1 1 .3% 
Elementary principals overwhelmingly believed (90%) that they understood the 
law as it related to their roles and responsibilities as building leaders when the agree 
ratings were combined. A small percentage (3.7%) did not believe that they understood 
this concept. 
The second survey question within the second section requested principals to 
assess their abilities to resolve conflict among stakeholders within council meetings. 
Table 9 revealed their responses descriptively. 
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Table 9 
Conflict Resolution Skills 
Variable Value Frequency Percentage M SD n 
Possess skills 3.90 .89 317 
Strongly Agree 5 76 23.8% 
Agree 4 166 51.9% 
Don't Know 3 51 15.9% 
Disagree 2 18 5.6% 
Strongly Disagree 1 6 1.9% 
Three fourths of the respondents (75.7%) agreed or strongly agreed that they possessed 
skills to address conflict resolution with different stakeholder groups within council 
meetings. However, almost 8% of the principals disagreed that they felt prepared to meet 
this challenge. A moderate percentage (15.9%) of the respondents revealed uncertainty 
with respect to confronting this issue, and almost 2% strongly disagreed that they 
possessed these skills. 
The third survey question in the second section explored principals' beliefs 
regarding whether they perceived including teachers in decision making would improve 
student performance. These data are revealed descriptively in Table 10. 
124 
Table 10 
Teacher Decision Making Will Improve Student Performance 
Variable Value Frequency Percentage M SD n 
Teacher input 4.48 .67 316 
Strongly Agree 5 176 55.0% 
Agree 4 121 37.8% 
Don't Know 3 13 4.1% 
Disagree 2 6 1.9% 
Strongly Disagree 1 0 
An overwhelming 92.8% of the principals believed that involving teachers in 
decision making would positively affect student performance. A small percentage 
(almost 2%) did not perceive this aspect as beneficial, and there were no responses to the 
"strongly disagree" choice. 
The last survey question in the second section requested principals to provide 
their opinions regarding whether or not "High-stakes testing" would improve student 
performance. These data are reported descriptively in Table 11. 
125 
Table 11 
High-stakes Testing Will Improve Student Performance 
Variable Value Frequency Percentage M SD n 






5 6 1.9% 
4 59 18.4% 
3 76 23.8% 
2 133 41.6% 
1 40 12.5% 
Considerable disagreement (54.1%) that "High-stakes testing" would improve 
student performance was revealed. Almost one fourth of the respondents felt unsure 
whether this component of the law would positively affect student performance, while 
20.3% of the principals agreed or strongly agreed that this component of the law would 
improve student performance. The standard deviation statistic indicated that principals' 
responses varied to a greater extent on this item than on any other quantitatively analyzed 
item on the survey, when principals' experience and prediction of remaining years were 
excluded. 
Principals' Evaluation of Specific A+ Components 
The third section of the survey was designed to address, in part, the first research 
question: 1. Do Georgia elementary principals perceive that the A+ Education Reform 
Act of 2000 will change their roles? Principals were requested to rate whether they 
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perceived specific aspects of the A+ Reform Act were "valuable", of "little value", or of 
"no value". Table 12 reported these data descriptively. 
Table 12 
Principals, Evaluation of Specific A+ Components 
Ratings 
Little No 
Component Valuable Value Value M SD n 
 3 2 1  
Percentage Responding 
School Councils 31.9 53.4 10.6 2.22 .63 308 
Reduction in pupil teacher ratio 95.6 2.5 .6 2.96 .22 316 
EIP/REP models 81.3 13.8 2.5 2.80 .45 312 
Additional remedial instruction days (20) 67.5 25.6 2.8 2.67 .53 308 
Principals' teaching days (5) 14.4 41.6 42.8 1.71 .70 316 
Technology proficiency 65.9 27.8 4.7 2.62 .57 315 
Composite school ratings (A-F) 10.9 52.2 31.9 1.78 .63 305 
Rewards for "A" and "B" ratings 15.6 50.9 29.4 1.86 .67 309 
Sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings 9.1 47.2 37.5 1.70 .63 302 
Increases in student assessment 22.8 50.3 23.8 1.99 .69 312 
Mandatory local staff development 72.8 21.9 2.8 2.71 .51 313 
Teachers' evaluation of principals 46.6 41.6 9.7 2.37 .65 313 
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The highest value ("3") was ascribed to the "valuable" rating; the lowest value ("1") was 
assigned to the "no value" rating. 
Twelve components of the law were selected for study that might have some 
influence on the management of elementary principals' roles and responsibilities. Overall 
perceptions revealed that six components were "valuable", five were of "little value", and 
one was of "no value". 
"No value" was ascribed to principals' teaching in classrooms for 5 days each 
year (42.8%). When combining the "little value" and "no value" ratings, an 
overwhelming 84.4% of the respondents reported this belief. 
Components that received the "little value" rating consisted of school councils 
(53.4%), composite school ratings ("A"-"F") (52.2%), rewards for "A" and "B" ratings 
(50.9), sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings (47.2%), and increases in student assessment 
(50.0%). When combining the "little" and "no value" ratings for these components, over 
80% of the respondents negatively viewed composite school ratings, rewards, and 
sanctions. The component addressing increases in student assessment (74.1%) was 
negatively valued by the respondents, as was the school council component (64.0%), 
however almost one fourth of the principals believed that the increases in student 
assessment facet was valuable, and almost one third of the respondents reported that they 
valued the school council component. 
Principals perceived that half of the components selected for study were 
"valuable". They viewed reduction in pupil-teacher ratio (95.6%), EIP/REP models 
(81.3%), additional remedial instruction days (67.5%), technology proficiency (65.9%), 
mandatory local staff development (72.8%)), and teachers' evaluations of their principals 
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as a component of principals' evaluations (46.6%) as beneficial. Although the evaluation 
component was viewed as valuable, this percentage was separated by the "little value" 
rating by a mere 5 percentage points, and when the "little value" and "no value" ratings 
were combined, 51.3% of the respondents negatively viewed this facet of the A+ law. 
While principals viewed the extra days for remedial instruction as valuable, more than 
one fourth indicated that this component was of little or no value. Although the 
technology proficiency element was deemed valuable, almost one third of the principals 
considered this mandate of little or no value. Mandatory local staff development was 
perceived as valuable, however one fourth of the respondents believed the component 
was of little or no value. 
Principals' Open-Ended Responses 
Four open-ended questions were posed in qualitative format to answer the first 
research question that explored role change. These questions were designed to assess 
whether or not principals believed the A+ law encouraged redefinition or alteration of 
their roles during the initial stages of implementation. Textual responses were examined 
with N5 (QSR, 2000), and involved coding at 138 free nodes, and 389 tree nodes. After 
coding was completed, 295 node searches were conducted, using the boolean function 
that included intersection, overlap, and union of nodes, and the proximity function that 
included clustering, context, and closeness of nodes, among others. These searches 
enabled establishment of themes. Data has been presented in numerical format according 
to categorical responses in Table 13. 
129 
Table 13 
Open-ended Question 1 (Survey question 12) How will A+ influence the way you 
manage your roles and responsibilities as a building principal? 
Category of Responses Number of Respondents n 
A+adds duties/responsibilities 138 
Management focus 74 
Enhancement of time management skills 58 
School councils constrain time 57 
Leadership enhancement 53 
Increased paperwork/documentation 49 
Added stress/pressure 43 
No change or very little change 42 
Testing/accountability emphasis 40 
Tcaching days co nstrain t ime 14 
No assistant principal causes concern 11 
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In response to question 12, "How will A+ influence the way you manage your 
roles and responsibilities as a building principal?" principals revealed that their roles had 
expanded, rather than changed. A number of patterns emerged through data analysis that 
supported this contention. 
Principals noted that A+ added responsibilities and duties that had shaped their 
daily routines. Succinctly summarizing this concept, "I feel I am a good administrator 
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who does a good job. The A+just adds to my tasks-there's not much job-value added to 
it" was reported by one respondent (166). Echoing this sentiment, another respondent 
revealed "It has added responsibilities. Principals are being stretched thinner and thinner. 
More to do-not enough time to do all things well" (306). 
Increased paperwork and documentation were revealed as factors that were 
burdensome. These increases were attributed to accountability issues and preparation for 
school council meetings. One respondent wrote "My paperwork load has increased 
significantly this past year. I feel less time is spent in classrooms informally evaluating 
teachers and watching children learn. There are many good ideas in A+ but I want my 
time out in the building, not in the office with paperwork" (311). 
Differences in the ways added responsibilities were perceived emerged when 
responses from the three educational levels were compared. Those holding the Ed. D or 
Ph. D. degree indicated that A+ had increased communication with stakeholders 
including teachers, parents and community members. Respondents holding the Ed. S. 
degree revealed that A+ decreased the amount of time they had to spend on instructional 
or curricular issues, while those holding the M. Ed. degree indicated that A+ had 
generally increased their workloads. 
Time management was identified as an issue respondents felt they were 
compelled to address because of the additional tasks required by A+. One respondent 
(105) reported, "New laws, policies, regulations all mean new procedures. Change 
requires time to initiate, lots of communication (and repetition), and some successful 
experiences along the way . .objectively reflecting on the effects of time on the change 
process. Many others, however, perceived that their workdays and workweeks had been 
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extended because of the added responsibilities, while some decried the lack of time to 
effectively manage duties prior to A+ implementation. School councils and the 5-day 
teaching requirement were repeatedly cited as infringements on principals'' busy 
schedules. Statements such as "I cannot see how I can assume the additional 
responsibilities of the school council, 5 days teaching and then making up my work, be 
the instructional leader, manage a Special Ed. EBD class and its' [sic] discipline 
problems, regular discipline and bus problems and improve the achievement scores in a 
mobile, Title I school" (39), and "Increased pressure on the principal is great. The 
governor and legislature want local control but it's going down to principal level. Who 
runs Advisory council? Whose head will roll with A-F grading? Who is the instructional 
leader? Who is the personnel evaluator? etc., etc., 5 days in the classroom, chief 
disciplinarian-a person can only take so much" (6), and "I will have to spend more time 
being a politician and less time as a principal and educator of children. I might as well 
put on a referee shirt and learn how to use a whistle" (8) were examples of the anxiety 
reflected by principals relating to time management. 
Of those principals citing council responsibilities as an imposition on their time, 
individuals from the urban area appeared less concerned with this issue than those from 
rural and suburban locales, and those holding the education specialist degree alluded to 
this concern more frequently than doctorate and master's level principals. Comments 
such as "The A+ reform measures will be additional burdens added to an already 
overloaded role as principal. Preparing all the necessary information required for and 
meeting with school councils is just one example of additional responsibilities" (130), 
and "Councils and 5 days in the classroom will serve to take away some of my focus on 
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curriculum and instruction as they are additional responsibilities with very limited 
positive possibilities" (238) reflected this concern. 
Of those principals indicating that the 5-day teaching requirement affected their 
schedules, more females appeared concerned with this facet of the law than males, more 
principals holding education specialist degrees than doctorate and master's degrees, and 
the concern was mentioned by representatives from each community designation. 
Frustration with this component was exemplified by the comment from respondent 317, 
who stated "Some things will make my job more difficult, especially the required 5 days 
of teaching. I visit classrooms daily and know what the challenges are. I don't have the 
time to do my job effectively and teach 5 days every year". 
Principals who were without assistant principals to share their workloads reported 
another trend that surfaced when exploring the 5-day teaching requirement. Individuals 
from urban, suburban, and rural communities revealed overwhelming feelings of stress 
and frustration regarding lack of help with many tasks, and lack of an available 
administrator during the school day while the teaching requirement was being fulfilled. 
Remarks such as "The 5 teaching days have been very difficult since I am responsible 
for 450 students and 87 faculty and staff with no assistant principal. The days I am out of 
the office, the secretary is running the school" (49), and "The district level cannot offer 
an assistant because we are not large enough in enrollment. I cannot recommend to a 
young educator to be a principal" (6) reflected this frustration. 
The added responsibilities mandated by A+ have been perceived as management 
versus leadership tasks. Of those who responded that this was a concern, principals 
holding doctorate and education specialist degrees indicated that they perceived the 
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principal as becoming more a manager than an instructional leader. Comments such as 
"It will take me further away from the heart of instruction" (83), and "I believe that time 
constraints and demands will make my role to be that of manager, not my school's 
instructional leader (the loving leader and welcoming public relations person seems to be 
disappearing)" (106) represented perceptions regarding this issue. Master's level 
individuals did not remark on this phenomenon. 
In general, principals who believed the legislation enhanced their instructional 
leadership roles were represented by the 46-55 age-group, and the education specialist 
degree category. These individuals reported that their roles would remain unaffected by 
A+, because they intended to maintain focus on instructional leader responsibilities and 
duties, and viewed instructional focus as a positive aspect of the law. Statements such as 
"Principals will become the 'instructional leaders' in their schools. The emphasis will be 
on instruction from the top down" (271), "Not much change. Will continue to focus 
daily on student achievement and what's best for kids" (57), and "Becoming more 
focused as an instructional leader who is 'data' driven" (213) were examples of their 
perceptions. 
Although not overwhelming, a number of respondents alluded to the stress and 
pressure experienced as a result of the A+ mandates. Principals holding the education 
specialist degree expressed these feelings more frequently than those from any other 
degree category. Respondent 314 reported, "However, after 29 years in education, I'm 
being made to feel that my experience and expertise is no longer adequate and that I must 
be told and directed in all areas of my school", and "Higher stress level. Decision made 
to retire at the first opportunity (27 years experience)" was declared by respondent 131. 
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Testing emphasis and added focus on teacher and leader accountability for student 
performance was revealed as a concern for some respondents. Remarks such as "It will 
cause more focus to be placed on testing and teaching to a test than placing focus on 
effective, sequentially developed instruction. We are being told to get better results with 
less and held accountable with very little say-so about how things are done" (195), and 
The staff is part of decision making. They have been treated as professionals 
from the beginning of my leadership. The only change that will be necessary 
involves 'testing' and 'grading schools'. These two areas have lowered morale at 
this school, and it is the responsibility of the administrator to support the staff and 
make every effort to assure them they will not be 'fired' if test scores drop. (New 
test Stanford 9) (132) 
served to illustrate this apprehension. 
A number of individuals indicated that their responsibilities and roles had 
remained unchanged or had changed very little as a result of the A+ law. Of those 
responding to this issue, a number related that they were incorporating facets of the law 
such as involving teachers and parents in decision making and utilizing test scores to 
improve instruction within their individual schools prior to issuance of the mandates. 
The first research question relating to role change was explored further by survey 
question 13 that asked, "How do you feel about involving different stakeholder groups in 
decision making as it relates to student performance?" and required a written response 




Open-ended Question 2 (Survey question 13) How do you feel about involving different 
stakeholder groups in decision making as it relates to student performance? 
Category of Responses Number of Respondents n 
256 
Involving stakeholders in decision making 200 
Council negativity (restrictive, rigid, 
formal, impractical, nonimportant) 88 
Parents/community members uninformed 58 
Usurpation of educational expertise by 
"outsiders" 44 
School personnel have ultimate authority 32 
Councils duplication of existing practice 32 
Addressing councils with personal agendas 32 
Locating willing council members 23 
Principals have ultimate authority 15 
Election process outcomes 3 
Overwhelmingly, principals were supportive and positive regarding obtaining 
input from stakeholders into the decision-making process. In fact, many reported that 
advisory or parent councils had functioned within their schools for a number of years. 
The principals revealed that involvement from various groups was valuable and 
important. 
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Of those principals responding to this issue, individuals representing urban 
communities indicated less interest with this aspect, while principals from rural 
communities, and those who represented the older age groups revealed a more supportive 
stance for involving stakeholders in making school decisions. One principal elaborated 
that "Sometimes, these stakeholders can help us see the 'forest' as we nurture the 'trees'. 
If more of the public becomes aware of all the demands placed upon teachers, perhaps 
they can help us with true reform and increased parental involvement/responsibility" 
(109). 
Although principals perceived input as valuable, a feature that repeatedly 
materialized throughout the responses could be characterized as a codicil attached to the 
positive responses to involvement by stakeholders in relation to the school council facet 
of the A+ law. Principals vehemently expressed that school personnel, and the principal 
in particular, must have final authority in decision making. The passion with which 
principals expressed this concern was illustrated by the comment written by one principal 
"Ultimately, I am responsible for everything that happens within my school. I welcome 
input in the decision making process, but I think as principal the 'buck stops with me'" 
(258). 
Furthermore, of individuals responding to this concern, less experienced 
principals reported this addendum more frequently than their more experienced 
counterparts. Principals with 5 or less years' experience conveyed this response with the 
greatest frequency. 
The council mandate was perceived as duplication of existing practice, according 
to many principals. Recurrently, principals indicated that advisory groups regularly 
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participated in decision making at their school sites, and a few reported that the councO 
requirement would reduce the number of parents and community members currently 
participating on their panels. 
Negativity regarding the council requirement was a common element elicited 
from the respondents. Principals revealed that they believed the council obligation too 
restrictive, too formal, impractical, and nonaccountable for decisions. Describing the 
viewpoint of many principals, one stated "I don't see two parents or two teachers on a 
council as being a positive driving force that will make a difference" (295). 
Several principals participating in pilot council projects, and some who initiated 
their first council elections during May 2000 recounted surprising accounts of the 
election process. "I understand the intent but the practicality of the Advisory Group is 
questionable. [We have] been in it a year and [have] 10% plus of turnover on council, 
how is that for effective and efficient" (6), and "I had six parents show up for our council 
voting" (136), and "We are a pilot school council school for next year and we had three 
parents show up for our election process" (205). 
Concerns that were chronicled by principals shared common elements. Principals 
perceived that parents and community members would not be informed, knowledgeable, 
or have the educational expertise to advise school personnel in ways to improve 
instruction. One respondent remarked, "Involving different stakeholder groups in 
decision making as it relates to student performance is like coming from someplace you 
haven't been. The decision making process should be made by the 'grass-roots' people: 
the classroom teachers, principals, superintendents, local and state boards of education" 
(140). A number of principals lamented the fact that "outsiders" could supersede their 
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professional expertise. Frustration with this concept was reported by comments such as 
"There is no other occupation where one is told what to do by outsiders, told to do it with 
minimal resources, told how to do it and then held accountable for the results. Theory is 
not always reality" (195), "I would not dare tell the manager at BiLo's how he could do 
his job better" (235), and "We don't need nonprofessionals to help in student 
performance. I am curious to know if I can be on Turner's board to help make decisions 
for them, or BellSouth's, Coke, etc." (97). Training or informing noneducators regarding 
test score interpretation, assessing student performance, educational processes, and the 
time element involved in this effort appeared to be concerns for many principals. 
Urban principals responding to this issue expressed apprehension regarding 
locating sufficient numbers of competent, motivated parents to serve on their councils. 
"Stakeholders must be willing, dedicated, intelligent, and have lots of time. How many 
will be found" (171), and "Parent councils in urban districts will be a challenge! Just 
getting one or two capable parents will be difficult" (65) exemplified their concerns. 
The belief that individuals would attend council meetings with "personal 
agendas" rather than strategies to improve student performance consistently was reported. 
Several principals perceived that meetings could result in "gripe" or "fluff" sessions that 
were not central to the intended purpose. One principal commented "Unfortunately, 20 
years of experience leads me to believe that councils will want support for playground 
equipment, field trips and other 'fun' type activities. I do not believe that 'councils' will 
lead to improved instruction" (93). 
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The third open-ended question (14) queried "How has the A+ legislation made 
your role more political, if at all?" and endeavored to answer the first research question. 
Table 15 has reported numerical data representing principals' categorical responses. 
Table 15 
Open-ended Question 3 (Survey question 14s) How has the A+ legislation made your role 
more political, if at all? 
Category of Responses Number of Respondents n 
224 
Position more political 128 
Position not more political 60 
More political due to school councils 42 
More political due to public relations 32 
Legislation political 24 
Position will become political 20 
Political due to public scrutiny 17 
Principals' positions inherently political 12 
Principals resoundingly declared that their roles had become more political 
because of A+ influence. When comparing responses among groups based on 
demographic data collected, each segment stressed the increased political nature of their 
roles, with the exception of those holding the master's degree. Principals serving rural, 
suburban and urban communities, males, females, all age groups, and those holding 
doctorate, and education specialist degrees felt that their positions had become more 
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political as a result of the law. Some who indicated that their roles had not become more 
political referenced the political nature of the legislation, and their own heightened 
political awareness with comments such as "It has not made my role more political, but 
it has influenced my opinions about politicians making decisions about education when 
they don't have a clue" (145), and "I wouldn't say I'm more political, but it makes me 
realize how political education is and how the 'bottom line' is not always Georgia school 
children" (238), and "Not more political, more careful" (173). 
In examining the data to discover reasons why principals did not believe that their 
roles had become more political with the legislation implementation, most respondents 
revealed the inherent political nature of the principals' position. Involvement with 
different school-affiliated groups and the public were found to be the most frequently 
cited political activities principals attributed to this perception. 
Those who perceived that their positions had become more political because of 
the reform initiative identified four major reasons why they defended this belief. School 
councils, increased public relations duties, responsiveness to more groups, and public 
scrutiny were commonly held views. 
Elaborating on the school council concept, principals indicated the elections 
themselves, maintaining cooperative relationships between councils and boards of 
education, relationships with those elected to council membership, and the "personal" or 
"hidden" agendas of individual council members all influenced the political nature of 
their positions. Remarks such as "It is now necessary to keep your council happy and try 
to watch your back at the same time" (200), "I believe the relationship of school councils 
and local boards can put administrators in the middle of a Catch 22 situation" (266), and 
141 
"I will have to manage the school council very carefully to prevent community members 
with inappropriate 'agendas' from being elected" (214), revealed the conflict perceived 
by some practitioners. 
Principals portrayed their positions as more highly public relations oriented than 
prior to reform implementation. They cited being asked their opinions about the 
legislation, "selling" reform changes to the communities they served, accurately 
explaining the legislation to parents and the public, and attending more community 
meetings for visibility purposes. One principal condemned the political imposition on the 
position, stating 
We live in a fishbowl. When parents make decisions about appointing principals 
it's high stress politics! We were not trained to be politicians, and most of us 
would not choose to be politicians, however, that's what we are and now we need 
to be public relations specialists. When do we have time to be instructional 
leaders (194). 
Another unique response to the political nature of the position revolved around 
funding the legislation "Our district has had to approach our funding source, the county 
commission, in order to request additional funding for the A+ mandates. This has caused 
all of us to become politically vocal" (174). 
Principals indicated that they had to be responsive to multiple groups through 
compromising with them. Comments such as "Please call me the placater not the 
principal! The possibility of consensus is null" (25), and "Must try to 'please' everybody 
otherwise 'You're the weakest link-Goodby'" (182) exemplified this trend. 
Public scrutiny was cited as an additional political ramification of the A+ 
legislation. The negative aura surrounding education and educators has been felt very 
powerfully and personally by some, as revealed in their remarks "We're all in the 
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limelight. Teacher morale is down. Everyone is telling them what they are doing wrong" 
(123), and "I know it is time to retire. Many good teachers are leaving the profession 
because of the negative demeaning climate" (65). 
The fourth and final survey question (15) that was designed to address the first 
research question posed "If you could amend A+ legislative components, what 
suggestions would you offer?" and required a written response. Responses for each of 
the categories have been reported in Table 16. 
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Table 16 
Open-ended Question 4 (Survey question 15) If you could amend A+ legislative 
components, what suggestions would vou offer? 
Category of Responses Number of Respondents n 
232 
Morale: teacher support 36 
Morale: educator input 42 
Morale: testing 53 
Morale: sanctions 10 
Morale: ratings 44 
Funding: reduce pupil-teacher ratio 28 
Funding: EIP flexibility 23 
Funding: paraprofessionals 18 
Funding: classroom construction 15 
A+ implementation: assistance/time 34 
A+ component modification: councils 44 
A+ component modification: teaching days 52 
A+ component modification: technology 16 
Add parent accountability component 14 
A plethora of suggestions were offered. Data reduction resulted in five broad categories 
that encompassed the contributions of the principals. 
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The first of these categories included morale issues, and was composed of 
educator input into decisions, support for teachers, test scores, sanctions, and ratings. 
Funding issues created the second category that incorporated reducing the pupil-teacher 
ratio, modification of the EIP/REP program, paraprofessionals' salaries, and space or 
classroom construction issues. The third category embraced implementation of the law 
and addressed suggestions regarding time and guidelines. The fourth category explored 
specific component modification or deletion. Areas included in this segment referred to 
councils, the 5-day teaching requirement, and the technology element. The final section 
was unique, and did not belong with other suggestions. This category, parent 
accountability, addressed issues that principals believed would improve instruction. 
Within the morale category, principals specified that they would like to see 
support for their teachers and schools, for the purpose of improving instruction. They 
elaborated that better pay for teachers, adequate materials and equipment for teaching, 
training for implementing components of the law, and regarding teachers professionally 
and respectfully were necessary additions to the law. These suggestions were illustrated 
by comments such as "Most important: quit blaming teachers for things that are beyond 
their control. Our school is not failing. Society is failing our families and kids. It is just 
politically expedient to blame the schools" (162), 
Decrease negativity toward the valuable educators that come to school each day, 
love the children with whom they work, spend their own money on their 
classrooms, work under difficult conditions, and then are criticized by the very 
public that they serve (214), 
and 
I believe many of the components are valuable. Unfortunately, due to this 
legislation, schools have been seen in a negative light and have been under 
scrutiny. I have heard many teachers and administrators considering career 
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changes. Public support of schools and educators is essential for their success 
(279). 
A number of principals suggested that increased professional educator input be 
provided in the drafting of a document such as A+. In fact, many principals 
recommended eliminating the law as it currently stands, and starting over with input from 
practitioners. Of those who mentioned this issue, the recommendation proved consistent 
across degree levels, and among all communities served. One principal remarked, "The 
legislation needs a total philosophical reworking. It is obviously a political, not an 
educational, document" (30). 
Deemphasis of test scores was recommended. Elimination of ratings was 
emphatically suggested. Respondents alluded to negativity, destructiveness, and 
unfairness in regard to this practice. Reasons for this overwhelming negative response 
were revealed in comments such as 
I would teach politicians that students are individuals that do not all learn at the 
same pace and should not be expected to perform by politically imposed dates and 
times. A rate of learning is not something that could or should be graded, cured 
or politically paced. I would tell politicians to get off kids [sic! backs (46), 
"Although I believe my school will be an 'A' school, I still believe it is wrong to 
assign a grade to a school based largely on test scores. It is very poor management. 
People do not improve because of threats. Take away the grading system and provide 
support for students and teachers in schools with low scores" (153), and "Good teachers 
should not be given lower grades because they are working with challenging students" 
(172). 
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Sanctions, a component intertwined with test scores and ratings, were perceived 
negatively by those principals who responded to this issue. Consistently, principals 
recommended that support, rather than sanctions, be given to low-performing schools. 
Generally, funding the mandates was a topic that principals frequently addressed. 
Considerable commentary regarding continuing reduction of pupil-teacher ratios and 
funding to support this initiative was acknowledged. Suggestions for reducing class size 
were linked with allowing more flexibility in utilizing EIP/REP funds for this effort. In 
addition to increased funding flexibility, modification or redesign of program structure 
was recommended. 
Many principals described difficulties encountered by the lower class size 
provision. The need for space for additional teachers and classrooms appeared to be a 
problem with which a number of principals struggled. Although principals strongly 
supported smaller classes, they suggested that monies for classroom construction to 
implement this requirement be provided. Funding paraprofessionals, especially in the 
lower grades, was recommended by principals across the communities they served. 
Principals appeared somewhat frustrated by the fact that during the initial A+ 
implementation phase procedural direction and support had not been received. 
Additionally, they described that the lack of training and time to implement the initiatives 
had constrained their abilities for effective transition to the new law requirements. 
Remarks such as 
Many of the components were not well thought out. More time should have been 
given for implementation. There was no one in place to answer questions at the 
state level! This left districts in the position of trying to implement with draft 
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policies and procedures. The 2001-2002 year would have been a better time to 
implement (284) 
exemplified this dilemma. 
Components of the law that principals desired to see modified or deleted included 
school councils, the 5-day teaching requirement, and the technology mandate. Principals 
who addressed councils preferred abolishment or redesign of the existing mandate. Many 
principals recommended that leadership teams, or school advisory committees be 
instituted, or maintained where they already existed, with fewer restrictions and 
limitations currently required by the law. Principals resoundingly averred that the 5-day 
teaching requirement be eliminated. Reasons given for this recommendation included 
constraints on time to complete administrative tasks, the affront to their professionalism, 
and reliance on nonadministrative personnel to manage the school for those without 
assistant principals. Exemplifying this facet, responses included "The teaching 5 days for 
administrators is a farce. It's part of a principal's role to be in classrooms anyway. 
There's so much paperwork now, it's hard to keep up" (16), and "Take away 5 days in 
the classroom. That is insulting. I know what goes on in my classrooms and am the 
teachers' biggest advocate. I'm reminded daily as I walk the halls of how tough the 
classroom is and what great people are in my classrooms, at least" (238), and " Spending 
5 days teaching in a classroom is an insult to those of us who regularly participate in staff 
development classes alongside our staff and those of us who routinely visit classrooms 
and routinely provide feedback (formal and informal) to our teachers" (286). 
Although a few principals desired to see the technology requirement for 
certification eliminated, the majority of individuals responding to this issue suggested 
modifications to the mandate. Gradual phase-in was recommended, along with access to 
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the technology proficiency test, and additional models from which to choose for 
satisfying this requirement. 
The final category that a number of principals addressed with recommendations 
involved parent accountability. All individuals from each community served who 
responded to this issue suggested adding a component to the law that made parents more 
responsible for such things as student behavior, attendance, punctuality, homework, and 
parental involvement in schools their children attended. Principals noted "More parental 
responsibility, making parents accountable for their child's progress and behavior. It 
does not matter how much money or how many quality teachers you have in one school, 
if the child does not get any support at home, he/she will struggle" (138), and "A 
component that 'punishes/rewards' parents for their involvement. Right now educators 
take all the heat for student performance. Research demonstrates time and again that 
socioeconomic status and low birth weight are most reliable predictors of student 
achievement. Stop bashing, start building" (194), and "Add a parent component. The 
local school is responsible for many areas over which we have no control" (121). 
Correlations of Principals' Demographics With Dependent Variables 
Four independent variables of the second research question, 2. Do Georgia 
elementary principals' perceptions of role change as a result of implementation of the A+ 
Education Reform Act of 2000 vary by (a) length of service; (b) projected length of 
service; (c) age; (d) gender; (e) educational level (M. Ed., Ed., S., Ed. D./Ph. D.); or (f) 
school geographical location (urban, suburban, rural)?, were statistically analyzed to 
determine correlations with each dependent variable selected for study. A Pearson 
correlation was calculated examining relationships between each dependent variable and 
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length of service, projected length of service, age and gender. No correlations of 140 
calculated were found to be significant. 
It was intended by the researcher to discover whether the personal and 
professional information gathered on Georgia elementary principals could be utilized as 
predictors of their responses to the questions posed in the third and fourth sections of the 
survey utilizing the multiple regression statistical analysis. Because no significance 
could be attributed to principals' responses based on the demographic data revealed 
through calculating Pearson correlations, multiple regression analysis was not calculated. 
The one-way analysis of variance statistical procedure was employed to examine 
differences in principals' perceptions regarding the 12 A+ components selected for study, 
according to educational levels and community designations. Analysis of the data 
revealed no significant differences among educational levels when responses to the 
dependent variables were compared. 
Analysis of the data examining whether school community designations had any 
effect on principals' perceptions revealed significant differences among the groups on 
three dependent variables. District support for school councils, extra days for remedial 
instruction, and the 5 teaching days components were found to be differently perceived 
according to principals' school community descriptions. Table 17 reported results of the 
comparison of principals working in urban, suburban, and rural locales regarding 
perceptions of district support for school councils. 
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Table 17 
District Support for School Councils 
Source SS df MS F Sig. 
Between Groups 2.194 2 1.097 9.343 .000 
Within Groups 35.459 302 .117 
Total 37.652 304 
A one-way ANOVA comparing principals' perceptions of district support 
according to school communities served was computed. Results revealed a significant 
difference among principals representing the three community types (F(2, 302) = 9.34, p 
< .001). Tukey's HSD was used to determine specific differences among principals' 
perceptions according to the three community descriptions. Principals serving rural 
communities revealed that they perceived they had received more district support for the 
council component (m = 1.95, sd = .20) than principals working in urban (m = 1.74, sd = 
.44) and suburban locales (m = 1.81, sd = .39). 
Further investigating perceptions of district support, ANOVA was used to 
determine differences regarding principals' perceptions of support regarding extra days 




District Support for Extra Remedial Days 
Source SS df MS F Sie. 
Between Groups 1.987 2 .994 6.714 .001 
Within Groups 42.618 288 .148 
Total 44.605 290 
A one-way ANOVA was calculated in order to compare principal' perceptions of 
district support for the extra remedial days A+ law component. Results indicated that 
principals varied among their perceptions significantly (F(2, 290) = 6.71, 
p = .001). Tukey's HSD was employed to examine differences among the groups. 
Analysis revealed that principals working in rural locations believed that their districts 
had provided more support for the extra remedial days facet of the A+ law (m = 1.91, 
sd = .29) than their suburban (m = 1.77, sd = .42) and urban (m = 1.70, sd = .46) 
counterparts. 
Principals' perceptions of support from their districts for the 5 days of teaching 




District Support for Principals, 5 Teaching Days 
Source SS df MS F Sis. 
Between Groups 2.794 2 1.397 7.334 .001 
Within Groups 55.437 291 .191 
Total 58.231 293 
The final ANOVA computation conducted revealed significant differences 
(F(2, 293) = 7.33, p = .001) among the perceptions of principals representing the three 
community descriptions explored, regarding district support for the 5 teaching days law 
mandate. Principals working in rural communities perceived that their districts had sup¬ 
ported their endeavors to accomplish this requirement (m = 1.85, sd = .36) more than 
their colleagues working in suburban (m = 1.67, sd = .47) and urban (m = 1.62, sd = 1.62) 
areas of the state. 
Principals' Perceptions of District Support For Specific A+ Components 
The fourth section of the survey was designed to answer the third research 
question: 3. Do Georgia elementary principals perceive that they have received district 
support for implementation of specific components of the A+ Education Reform Act of 
2000? This section of the survey assessed principals1 perceptions of support received 
from their districts regarding aspects of the reform law that have been implemented 
during the 2000-2001 school year, and those that will be implemented fully by 2004. The 
12 questions selected to address specific aspects of roles and responsibilities were then 
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posed from the perspective of perceived support received from districts. Descriptive 
results have been reported in Table 20. 
Table 20 
Principals' Perceptions of District Support for A+ Components 
Components Frequency % n 
School Councils 306 
Yes 261 81.6 
No 45 14.1 
Reduction in pupil-teacher ratio 303 
Yes 270 84.4 
No 33 10.3 
EIP/REP models 303 
Yes 275 85.9 
No 28 8.8 
Additional remedial instruction days (20) 292 
Yes 236 73.8 
No 56 17.5 
Principals' teaching days (5) 295 
Yes 214 66.9 
No 81 25.3 
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Table 20 (continued) 
Components Frequency % n 
Technology proficiency 299 
Yes 6 83.1 
No 33 10.3 
Composite school ratings ("A"-"F") 267 
Yes 159 49.7 
No 108 33.8 
Rewards for "A" and "B" ratings 256 
Yes 134 41.9 
No 122 38.1 
Sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings 250 
Yes 127 39.7 
No 123 38.4 
Increases in student assessment 269 
Yes 198 61.9 
No 71 22.2 
Mandatory local staff development 282 
Yes 251 78.4 
No 31 9.7 
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Table 20 (continued) 
Components Frequency % n 
Teachers' evaluations of principals 269 
Yes 157 49.1 
No 112 35.0 
A majority of those principals responding to the survey reported that they had 
received district support for implementing the selected components of the A+ law under 
consideration. However, principals perceived that they had received support only 
marginally regarding two facets of the law. 
Rewards for "A" and "B' ratings were supported according to 41.9% of the 
principals, while 38.1% believed that they had not received support for this facet. 
Districts were reported as almost evenly supportive (39.7%) and nonsupportive (38.4%) 
for the sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings aspect. 
One third of the principals revealed that they had not received support for the 
composite school ratings. More than one third of the respondents indicated that they had 
received no support from their systems for the teachers' evaluation of principals' 
performance feature, although almost half of the respondents reported that they had 
received support for this component. 
One fourth of the principals reported that their districts had not provided support 
for the 5 days of teaching in the classroom, and slightly less than 25% reported no 
support for the component addressing increases in student assessment. 
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Summary 
Georgia elementary principals who responded were primarily 46-55 year-old 
females who worked in suburban areas of the state. Typically, they possessed the 
education specialist degree, had an average of 9 years experience in their positions, and 
planned to retire within 6 years. 
These individuals understood the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000, possessed 
skills to manage conflict resolution with stakeholders in school council meetings, 
supported involving teachers in making school-related decisions because their input 
would improve student performance, and disagreed that "High-stakes" testing would 
improve student performance. 
Of the 12 items selected for study within the A+ legislation relating to principals' 
roles and responsibilities one was characterized as of no value, five were considered as 
little value, and six items were deemed valuable. Principals did not value the 5 teaching 
days, and did not favor school councils, composite school ratings, rewards for "A" and 
"B" ratings, sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings, and increases in student assessment. They 
indicated a preference for including reduction in pupil teacher ratio, EIP/REP models, 
additional remedial instruction days, technology proficiency for certification renewal, 
mandatory local staff development, and teachers' evaluations of their principals as a 
component of principals' evaluations. 
The A+ law expanded rather than altered the way principals executed their 
obligations as building level leaders. Paperwork, documentation, school councils, and 
the 5-day teaching mandate comprised additional duties for which extra time was 
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required. The added responsibilities required skills in time management, and generally 
fell within the management as opposed to the instructional leadership realm. 
Principals supported involving stakeholders in making school decisions, however, 
they reported that final decision making authority should remain within the school or 
administrative realm. School councils have been operational in many schools and 
districts for some time, and the new A+ mandate was deemed restrictive and impractical. 
Concerns regarding the council component included time for coordinating the process, 
training stakeholders, the unpredictability of the expertise of those elected to fill council 
membership positions, and finding sufficient individuals willing to devote time and effort 
to the initiative. 
The principalship has become more political because of A+ legislation. Reasons 
provided for this perception included school councils, increased public relations duties, 
responsiveness to more groups, and public scrutiny. 
Many suggestions for amending the law were offered by principals. Four broad 
categories emerged within which recommendations were provided. Morale issues, 
funding, implementation of the law, and modifications or deletions were central themes 
principals emphasized. A parent accountability component addressed issues pertaining to 
improvement of student instruction. 
None of the 140 correlations conducted between four demographic variables and 
28 items selected for study were statistically significant. The one-way analysis statistical 
procedure was used to determine differences between principals' perceptions of the 28 
dependent variables and educational level and school community location. Principals' 
responses varied on three law components according to the communities within which 
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they worked. Perceptions of district support for school councils, extra remedial days and 
the 5 days of teaching facets of the A+ law were found to vary according to school 
community designation. 
Most principals reported that their districts had provided support for the items 
within the law selected for study. Marginal support was received by principals for the 
rewards and sanctions components. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
Principals, as the leaders of their organizations, are compelled by the obligations 
of their positions to implement local, state, and national mandates effectively and 
efficiently (Finch, 1999). When mandates are issued, it is incumbent upon practitioners 
to provide the atmosphere within which positive, successful change can occur. 
Successful reform implementation is attributed to conceptualization of local needs within 
the reform framework (Fullan, 1999) in order that reforms can be explained to 
stakeholders (Spillane & Thompson, 1997), and implementation success also has been 
ascribed to appropriate interpretation of the initiatives (Elmore, 1996). 
Educational researchers have neither definitively described the transitional nature 
of the role of the principal in a restructuring school nor have they delineated the actual 
function of the principal during monumental change efforts. It was the intention of the 
researcher to solicit information from a large number of Georgia elementary principals 
regarding role-change perceptions during restructuring as the initial phase of the A+ 
Education Reform Act of 2000 was implemented in Georgia public schools. No research 
previously conducted could be located that explored Georgia principals' role perceptions 
as a result of reform implementation. 
The descriptive study design served to establish the current status of Georgia 
elementary principal practitioners. Because it was intended to discover differences 
among principals from different areas of the state, from differing educational levels, ages, 
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gender, experience, and according to estimated retirement plans, it was necessary to 
illustrate how the Georgia elementary principal was characterized at the time the study 
was conducted. Few educators were selected to participate on Governor Roy Barnes' 
Education Reform Study Commission (1999), therefore the researcher desired to offer an 
opportunity to a cross-sectional sample of Georgia elementary principals for their 
opinions of those elements of the law that might have some effect on role 
implementation. 
Given that many aspects of the new legislation have addressed systemic 
organizational reevaluation, one iacet of the study explored elementary principals' beliefs 
regarding how they perceived the value of specific aspects of the law. A second feature 
of the study examined whether perceptions were affected by professional and personal 
demographic information solicited from the principals, and finally, the study sought to 
determine whether school districts had supported principals during this critical time. 
The study was conducted in three phases. The first phase consisted of selecting 
an expert panel for the purpose of establishing face validity of the self-designed survey. 
When this was completed, the second phase, a pilot survey, was conducted within one 
Georgia county, with 10 elementary principals, to satisfy validity and reliability issues, 
and to further refine survey clarity. The third phase consisted of conducting the study 
using the revised survey, with randomly selected elementary principals from the state. 
Both quantitative and qualitative questions were included on the survey in order to 
explore principals' perceptions objectively and thematically. 
To ensure that the prescribed sample size of 291 (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970) was 
obtained, 588 surveys were mailed to Georgia elementary principals. Since 1193 
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elementary principals currently have been designated as elementary practitioners in the 
state (Georgia Public Schools Directory. Georgia Department of Education, 2000), the 
sample size used represented a universal population of 1200. A postcard mailing and a 
second complete survey mailing was conducted for the purpose of contacting 
nonrespondents. A total of 320 surveys was received, representing 54% of the total 
mailing. 
Analysis of Research Findings 
Georgia principals responding to the survey were typically females between the 
ages of 46 and 55. They worked predominately in suburban locales, and had 9 years of 
experience in their positions. Although the suburban communities were the most 
frequently reported locations within which principals worked, rural communities were 
represented by almost as many principals. A majority of those individuals held the 
education specialist degree, and estimated that they would retire within 6 years. The 
most commonly reported number of years' experience was 3, and principals indicated 
that they had worked in their positions from 2 months to 44 years. More than one fourth 
of the principals noted that they would retire within 4 years, while less than 10% 
expected to remain in their positions for more than 12 years. 
Principals perceived that they understood the A+ legislation (90%), and were 
prepared to manage conflict resolution in relation to working with stakeholder groups for 
the purpose of improving student performance (76%). The perception was widely held 
that teachers would make valuable contributions involving improving student 
performance (93%). More than half (54%) of the principals believed that "high-stakes 
testing" would not facilitate improving student performance, however almost 25% were 
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uncertain whether or not these tests would have any beneficial effect on improving 
student performance. A little more than 20% indicated that "high-stakes testing" would 
improve student performance. 
Inquiring whether principals viewed 12 elements of the law as valuable or not, 
half were viewed positively, no value was ascribed to one, and five were reported to be of 
little value. Worthwhile ratings were given to reduction in pupil teacher ratio (96%), 
EIP/REP models (81%), additional remedial instruction days (68%), technology 
proficiency (66%), mandatory local staff development (73%), and including teachers' 
assessments of their principals in the principals' evaluation process (47%). Components 
that received ratings indicating relative uselessness were assigned to school councils 
(53%), composite school ratings ("A"-"F") (52%), rewards for "A" and "B" ratings 
(51%), sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings (47%), and increases in student assessment 
(50%). Teaching in classrooms for 5 days (43%) was viewed as worthless. 
A+ legislation has expanded rather than changed elementary principals' roles by 
increasing job responsibilities. Paperwork and documentation for satisfying certain 
aspects of the law have created encumbrances on principals' time, and in many cases 
increased the number of hours worked per day and per week. Law components most 
frequently mentioned as burdensome included school councils, accountability mandates, 
and teaching for 5 days during the year. Effective use of time management skills in order 
to prioritize and complete daily tasks was considered imperative. Those principals who 
did not have assistants to help them indicated the added responsibilities had created new 
challenges for them. A few individuals mentioned the concern with having no principal 
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available to respond to situations that might need administrative expertise, while they 
were satisfying the teaching requirement. 
Although some support for the instructional focus of the legislation was revealed, 
and thus the charge to expand instructional leader emphasis, many principals believed the 
added responsibilities fell within the management rather than the leadership domain. 
Some viewed the added management responsibilities as time constraints that impeded 
opportunities to concentrate on instructional issues. 
A few individuals alluded to increased stress and pressure as they attempted to 
implement the mandates. Although this issue was not widely reported, those individuals 
nevertheless felt compelled to address their concerns. 
Georgia elementary principals desired to involve their stakeholder groups in 
decision making, and many have coordinated such efforts for a number of years. 
Although this concept was valued, they believed that ultimately decision authority fell 
within the aegis of education professionals. 
School councils were not perceived as a beneficial component of the law, and 
some regarded the mandate as a duplication of what was already in place at their schools. 
A number of individuals believed that the requirements for council function were 
restrictive and time consuming. Concerns that parents and community members would 
not be knowledgeable about education issues, and would not have educational expertise 
with which to make quality, informed decisions regarding improving student 
performance surfaced. A number of principals expressed feelings of insult that 
"outsiders" would be advising them how to perform the jobs that they had undergone 
extensive training to perform. An additional concern focused on locating capable 
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participants willing to devote the time to the wieldy process. This concern primarily was 
addressed by urban principals. Some individuals believed that noneducator council 
members would attempt to address issues that were not related to improving student 
performance, citing "•personal" or "hidden" agendas as alternatives to the intended 
purpose of the councils. 
Overwhelmingly, principals believed the A+ law had made their positions more 
political. Increased public relations duties, and the need to be responsive to a greater 
number of groups, school councils, and public scrutiny were reasons identified as 
creating the increased political nature of their jobs. A number of individuals expressed 
the belief that their jobs had not become more political. Because principals' positions 
previously were conceptualized within a political framework, some indicated that they 
saw no increase in political orientation as a result of implementation of the A+ law. 
Principals' recommendations for reform amendment were classified into five 
general categories including morale, funding, law implementation, component 
modification or deletion, and parent accountability. Morale issues comprised support for 
teachers, educator input into decisions, test scores, sanctions, and ratings. Funding 
proposals included reducing pupil-teacher ratio, modification of the EIP/REP program, 
salaries for paraprofessionals, and constructing classroom space. Implementation issues 
were addressed through suggestions for guidelines for facilitating reform implementation, 
and providing sufficient time to encourage successful accomplishment of new mandates. 
Principals believed school councils, the 5-day teaching requirement, and the technology 
certification requirement required revision or elimination from the law. Parent 
accountability emerged as a unique category that could not be aligned with the other four 
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categories. Many principals believed they were held accountable for issues over which 
they had little control, and which they perceived existed within the parental realm. As 
such, these individuals suggested that a parent responsibility component be added to the 
legislation. 
Principals' personal and professional demographics had little bearing on the 
manner in which they responded to the law components selected for study. No bivariate 
correlations of 140 conducted were discovered to be significant when four demographic 
variables were correlated to 28 independent variables. Because the correlations were 
deemed nonsignificant, statistical analysis utilizing the multiple regression statistical 
method was not conducted. 
Principals' perceptions of district support for three A+ law components were 
found to vary according to the communities in which they worked. Principals working 
in rural locales indicated that their districts had provided more support for implementing 
school councils, extra remedial days, and the 5 teaching days facets than their suburban 
and urban counterparts. 
Principals expressed the belief that their districts had supported their efforts to 
implement the 12 law components selected for study. However, two aspects were 
perceived as only marginally supported. Support for "A" and "B" ratings maintained a 
slight edge (43%) over nonsupport (38%). Little difference was reported between 
support (40%) and nonsupport (38%) for the sanctions for "D" and "F" ratings 
component. One third or more of the principals indicated receiving no support for 
composite school ratings and for the teachers' evaluation of principals' performance 
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facet. One fourth or less of the individuals described receiving no support of the 5 days 
of teaching, and increases in student assessment components. 
Discussion of Research Findings 
Principals' role change perceptions, leadership and reform implementation, 
principals' personal and professional characteristics, decision making, and perceptions of 
law components comprised the five categories that were discussed in relation to the 
findings and data analysis, and review of the literature. The study endeavored to 
determine whether Georgia elementary principals believed that their roles had changed 
during the initial implementation phase of comprehensive reform, whether demographic 
data affected the manner in which they responded to specific issues, and finally, whether 
their districts had supported their implementation efforts. 
Principals' Role Change Perceptions 
Educational researchers have postulated that a collaborative and facilitative 
leadership orientation accurately described the principal's role, especially as a result of 
restructuring (Richardson, et al., 1991). The transition from instructional leader to 
facilitator was revealed as imperative because of the complexity of change, and skills 
necessary to manage change successfully (Hallinger & Hausman, 1993). The study 
provided evidence that many Georgia elementary principals characterized themselves as 
instructional leaders, consistent with Doud and Keller's (1998) summary of the study of 
the elementary and middle school principalship. 
While this description prevailed, some principals, especially those with higher 
degrees, suggested that A+ influenced their roles from a management rather than a 
leadership perspective. Indicating that the added responsibilities removed them from 
167 
important instructional tasks for the purpose of completing administrative duties, 
principals conveyed consistency with findings from a study on Chicago principals during 
comprehensive reform implementation (Natftchi-Ardebili, et al., 1992). 
Some principals expressed that the A+ reform had not affected the manner in 
which they performed their duties, supporting Talbot and Crow's (1997) finding from 
Utah principals participating in reform efforts. Maintaining instructional focus was of 
extreme importance to many Georgia principals, and they indicated appreciation for the 
emphasis the law placed on instruction. However, some principals viewed time 
constraints for paperwork and documentation as impositions on their daily routines, and 
these constraints, therefore, affected the way they prioritized their duties. 
While describing themselves as instructional leaders, these individuals stressed 
collaborative participation with stakeholders in decision making, providing an additional 
dimension to the leadership role. Leadership has been described as multifaceted and 
contextual (Shriberg, et al., 1997) and this characterization, although not overtly stated, 
supported a number of principals' perceptions of their current roles. 
Furthermore, incorporated in the morale issues addressed in recommendations for 
amendments to the law, principals, assuming the facilitative posture, explicitly stated that 
they desired support for their teachers and schools for the purpose of improving 
instruction. Such statements echoed study results by Sims (1993), and Bista and 
Glasman (1998) illustrating principals' role perceptions as collaborative, facilitative, 
supportive, morale-nurturing, and human-relations oriented as a result of employing 
participatory management in making school decisions. Many principals communicated 
that shared decision making, especially with teachers, had been in place in their schools 
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for a number of years. Including advisory or parent groups in the decision-making 
process, emphasizing the value and importance of including stakeholders in school 
issues, illustrated the democratic nature (Blase & Blase, 1999) of the principalship. 
Leadership Role and Reform Implementation 
Decision implementation has been affected by decision acceptance (Yukl, 1998) 
and decision effectiveness (Vroom & Yetton, 1973). Georgia elementary principals 
surveyed indicated that they desired increased practitioner input into drafting legislation 
such as A+, and some desired revamping the document in its entirety. This perception 
was consistent with attitudes conveyed by Texas practitioners during years of early 
comprehensive educational reform (Sandefur & Hinely, 1991). Some principals 
commented on impediments that constrained efforts to successfully coordinate initiatives 
such as the EIP/REP program and lowering class sizes. Further, the perception that the 
council initiative was a duplication of existing practice, albeit with greater restriction, 
confounded those who believed currently functioning stakeholder involvement was of 
greater value than the newly designed school council. This perception was borne out by 
Fullan (1997) describing principals as often being required to implement change, but 
excluded from the decision-making process. Moreover, Bennis and Nanus (1997) 
confirmed that compulsory dictates often serve to defy what is known about appropriate 
leadership practices. 
Some principals decried the fact that "outsiders" could tell them how to perform 
their jobs, with no training or experience in educational processes. Yukl (1998) indicated 
that successful change implementation involved cooperation with middle-level managers 
rather than imposing dictatory mandates on them. 
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A+ has increased expectations for principals, expanding their roles by increasing 
the workload (Boyer, 1997; Murphy, 1994; Naftchi-Ardebili, et al., 1992; Sinatra, 2001; 
Tirozzi & Ferrandino, 2000). Georgia elementary principals confirmed Boyer's (1997) 
earlier study on the Georgia principalship through revelation that practices currently 
implemented in their schools reflected elements of reform, such as involving stakeholders 
in decision making within advisory groups. 
Although perceptions of elementary principals revealed that their roles and 
responsibilities had not been altered by the reform act, the increased political nature of 
the role of the principal (Naftchi-Ardebili, et al., 1992; Peterson & Warren, 1994) as a 
result of the A+ law, was shared by many individuals participating in the study. School 
councils, an expanded public relations focus, and public scrutiny all influenced 
principals' opinions regarding the increased emphasis of their roles within micropolitical 
and macropolitical contexts. A few principals reflected that increased communication 
with their district commissioners for funding mandates, increased contact with their own 
political representatives regarding opinions of certain aspects of the law, amplified 
contact with various stakeholder groups, relationships with council members, and the 
school council elections themselves served to underscore advancement of political 
activity. Principals viewed as most skillful in utilizing the political process maintained 
relationships with political figures who could advance desired educational agendas (Blase 
& Anderson, 1995; Richardson et al, 1997). 
Some principals characterized their roles as becoming more conciliatory, as they 
attempted to accommodate various groups. Carlson's (1996) "manager-as-negotiator" 
label confirmed these principals' perceptions regarding their roles. Hoyle (1999) alleged 
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that reform implementation had placed principals in compromising situations when they 
were compelled to convince teachers to implement policies that might conflict with their 
own personal and professional beliefs. 
Increased public relations functions such as explaining A+ mandates to 
constituent groups, attending community functions, and prevalence of negative public 
attitudes served to add to the political demeanor of Georgia elementary principals' roles. 
Lindle's (1999) observation that public accessibility to school personnel more so than to 
governmental officials provided citizens with venues for expression of thoughts and ideas 
about schooling, established the relationship between micro- and macropolitical 
influences on the principalship. 
Appropriate preparation frequently has been emphasized as an important 
prerequisite for successful reform implementation (Spillane & Thompson, 1997). This 
sentiment was reiterated by elementary principals in the study who described that 
insufficient training and time issues constrained their efforts toward effective 
implementation of reforms. Issues such as working with "draft" policies, and lack of 
definitive information from state education officials served to characterize their 
dilemmas. Because the law was endorsed in April 2000, and specific facets enacted in 
July 2000, some principals perceived that the short turn-around time hampered transition 
to new mandates. Some suggested a more gradual phase-in of requirements, for 
enhanced acclimation to the directives. 
Stress factors associated with reform implementation were highlighted by some 
Georgia elementary principals, however not to the extent reported by principals and 
teachers during the early years of KERA implementation (Wilkerson, 1995). 
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Diflferences in attitudes may be attributed to the fact that A+ has not yet fully been 
implemented. Some factors mentioned that would likely influence high stress levels such 
as school ratings based on test scores, sanctions, and fully operational councils (HB 
1187) will be executed within the near future. 
Principals' Personal and Professional Characteristics 
Managerial effectiveness has been ascribed to examining job responsibilities, 
organizational function, and personal characteristics (Campbell, et al., 1970). Among 
other biographical data selected for designing a profile of current practitioners, the U. S. 
Department of Education (1997) selected age, educational level, and sex. Additionally, 
the K-8 principal study conducted by the NAESP (Doud & Keller, 1998) examined 
principals' anticipated retirement, among other biographical data. Ford and Bennett 
(1994) also investigated retirement plans for principals who were participating in 
large-scale educational reform in Chicago. Principals' gender, age and experience were 
characteristics explored in relation to administrative behaviors (Smith, et al., 1992). 
Moreover, differences in problems faced by principals working in dissimilar geographical 
locations, has been well documented (Alexander, 1992; Goodlad, 1984; Kozol, 1991; 
1995; Mirel, 1993; Pavan & Reid, 1994). Examination of principals' years of experience, 
estimated retirement plans, age, educational level, and school community served, assisted 
the attempt of the researcher to describe the current status of Georgia elementary 
practitioners participating in the study. 
Georgia elementary principals' estimated retirement was aligned with the research 
of Ford and Bennett (1994) that indicated half of the principals surveyed planned to 
remain in their positions for 5 years with the largest segment of those surveyed indicating 
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plans to retire within 6 more years. While almost twice as many females than males 
responded to the survey, and more individuals reported holding the education specialist 
degree than the master's degree, these statistics can be loosely coupled but cannot be 
aligned closely with the K-8 principalship study summarized by Doud and Keller (1998), 
since middle school principals were not included in this study. Their findings noted that 
more females than males represented the principal workforce, but conversely, more 
individuals held the master's degree than any other degree surveyed. 
Urban principals appeared less interested in involving stakeholders in decision 
making than their suburban and rural counterparts. Although inconclusive, these issues 
might reflect that other, more pressing concerns were paramount to principals working in 
inner-city schools. They also expressed concern regarding finding sufficient numbers of 
qualified individuals from their communities to serve on their councils. This issue can be 
compared with the findings of Pavan and Reid (1994) that noted that parents were unable 
to assist their children with homework, for a myriad of reasons. 
Indicating that A+ legislation had enhanced their leadership orientation, older 
principals (46-55) supported emphasis on the improvement of the instructional climate of 
the school, corresponding to the findings of Smith and his associates (1992). 
Additionally, less experienced, more so than more experienced, principals preferred to 
make final decisions regarding school issues, conflicting with the finding that less 
experienced principals stressed improving the instructional climate more than principals 
with more experience (Smith, et al.). 
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Decision Making 
School councils have been created to increase parent and community involvement 
in local school decisions, specifically in the area of improving student performance 
(HB1187). Perceptions of Georgia elementary principals regarding implementing the 
council directive were aligned with Kentucky principals after implementing the KERA 
council mandate (Rowland, 1999). Limitations with this comparison can be attributed to 
actual versus perceived implementation. Kentucky principals gave factual accounts of 
the effects of the process they implemented; Georgia principals only assumed the 
problems that would be encountered with the decision groups, because the council 
mandate only partially has been implemented. Some principals, however, indicated 
participation with councils in pilot programs throughout the past year, and with elections 
held in May 2001. Their remarks could be construed as accurate explanations of 
discovered issues with this law component. 
A number of principals believed that involving stakeholder groups in decision 
making for the purpose of improving student performance was farcical. Georgia 
elementary principals concurred with Kentucky principals (Rowland, 1999) regarding 
eliminating the council requirement from the law. Those Georgia individuals who 
suggested modifications to the existing mandate, desired redesign of structure and 
procedures. Despite the increase in involvement by stakeholders in local decision 
making, limited influence on policy making has been realized (Bauer, 1998). This 
observation appeared consistent with Georgia elementary principals' perceptions 
regarding parental and community input into decisions involving student performance. 
Issues described that were consistent with Georgia principals' perceptions included lack 
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of training, information and time. Specifically, Georgia principals believed that lack of 
educational expertise on the part of parents and community council members would 
impede the council intent, improving student performance. Additionally, many principals 
argued that it was inconceivable that stakeholder input could make much difference in 
positively influencing student performance, echoing results found by Latham (1998). 
Further confounding this issue, accountability for council decisions was 
unfavorably viewed, confirming previous studies (Hallinger et al., 1992; James, 1997). 
Principals believed that final decision making authority must rest within the auspices of 
educational professionals, consistent with Malen's (1999) findings, particularly among 
those Georgia principals with 5 years or less experience in their positions. 
Although principals directly attributed enhanced political influence on their 
positions, in part, to working with school councils, this finding must be addressed as 
speculation. A number of individuals expressed the desire to have supportive rather than 
nonsupportive stakeholders on their councils, and expressed the fear that individuals 
would come with "hidden" or "personal" agendas rather than suggestions for 
improvement of student performance. These factors remain perceptions or assumptions 
rather than realities. Unless principals working with existing advisory groups mandated 
by the A+ law have experienced this phenomenon, no factual data other than qualitative 
conjecture supported this contention. 
Relinquishing authority for school decisions was addressed by a number of 
principals, who believed that educational experience and training were requisites for 
sound decision making. Although an overwhelming number of principals endorsed 
involving stakeholders in the decision process, a fair amount suggested that final 
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authority should rest with either school personnel or administration. Reluctance to 
relinquish power and control in decision making, an imperative for advancement of a 
culture for continuous change, was illustrated by Conley (1993), and Hallinger and his 
associates (1992), as they described the difficulties school leaders experienced in leading 
stakeholders through the change process. However, this finding was consistent with 
Ford's (1991) Chicago reform study results, citing that principals negatively viewed 
participating in shared decision making with Local School Councils, believing that their 
expertise was superior to that of lay council members. The anticipation of negative 
council relationships was considered by many principals according to findings of the 
study. Recounting an earlier interpretation of theory versus reality, it must be mentioned 
that Ford's (1991) study results were actual findings; many principals represented in the 
study were relating their perceptions of how processes and relationships will evolve, 
since the council component has not been implemented to the extent required by the law. 
A few principals mentioned wariness regarding accountability for council 
decisions in that they perceived that council accountability would be negligible, with the 
bulk of the responsibility for those group decisions resting on principals' shoulders. This 
perception was aligned with the findings of Hallinger and his colleagues (1992), and 
James (1997), as they described principals' disconcertment with being held responsible 
for their councils' decisions. 
Perceptions of A+ Law Components 
Georgia elementary principals overwhelmingly believed that they understood the 
A+ legislation. Some principals noted difficulty with implementation of specific facets 
of the law when contextualizing components to fit unique school needs, such as effective 
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use of EIP/REP models, finding sufficient space for classrooms to lower pupil-teacher 
ratio, implementing school council requirements, and finding funding to fulfill 
components, underscoring the complex task of managing multiple innovations 
simultaneously (Fullan, 1999). Moreover, consistent interpretation of reform elements 
has been delineated as a challenge for varying districts within a state (Spillane & 
Thompson, 1997). Although reform interpretation was not overtly studied, responses 
from individuals indicated differences among districts' implementation requirements. 
A majority of principals expressed confidence in their abilities to resolve conflicts 
within stakeholder group meetings. Peterson and Warren (1994) reported that the human 
relations aspect of the principal's position had expanded during restructuring, 
emphasizing increased focus on such matters as mediation, negotiation and conflict 
resolution, which was not borne out in this study, with specific regard to conflict 
resolution within council meetings. Limitations with comparisons exist since councils 
fully are not functioning at this point in time. 
Principals valued teachers' input in the decision-making process, and believed 
that their professional expertise was important in promoting student improvement. 
According to Peterson, Marks, and Warren (1996) a positive professional atmosphere 
resulted when administrators and teachers worked collaboratively toward fulfilling school 
goals. Conversely, poor relations between principals and teachers might serve to thwart 
restructuring efforts (Bredeson, 1992). 
"High-stakes testing " was not perceived by Georgia elementary principals to be 
relevant to improving student performance in their schools. Negative feelings regarding 
this aspect of the law were aligned with Texas educator groups who conveyed discontent 
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with similar testing requirements (Haney, 2000). Because testing results will be factors 
upon which school quality is assessed, multiple cautions have been suggested when 
implementing the "high-stakes" component in evaluating school quality (Bauer, 2000). 
Additionally, Georgia principals lamented "one size fits all" comparisons of schools with 
diverse populations and conditions over which there existed "no control" that echoed 
Bauer's notion of causality and antecedent conditions. Principals noted inequities across 
the state regarding funding, as some lobbied their county commissions for 
implementation monies. Furthermore, the American Educational Research Association 
(2000) cautioned that potential harm existed in implementing a "high-stakes testing" 
program unless safeguards were instituted to overcome negative effects. Areas specified 
included inequities in resources over which teachers have no control, and emphasizing 
high test scores rather than learning. 
Overall, Georgia elementary principals valued six A+ law components. 
Reduction in pupil-teacher ratio and the effects on enhanced student performance were 
illustrated by Finn (1998), and Halbach, and his associates (2001), however effects 
realized by implementing the smaller class size provision and utilizing the EIP/REP 
models are unknown at this point in time. Extending the school day for remedial 
instruction was considered valuable, however, funding issues appeared to constrain this 
effort, according to some elementary principals. No similar components were discovered 
in states implementing comprehensive reform efforts. 
Support for the technology provision was favorably compared to national efforts 
(TSSA, 2001). Although modifications for principals were suggested by a number of 
individuals, they nevertheless believed that administrator technology proficiency was an 
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important facet of the law. Several principals alluded to insufficient funding for 
hardware and software purchase, however no mention was made regarding lack of staff 
development opportunities for utilizing technology, a finding discovered by Little (1999). 
While reference to specific local staff development was not made, principals 
valued site professional development, and many indicated that this practice was currently 
in place at their schools, a finding consistent with the effective leader study conducted by 
Botello and Glasman (1999). Staff development on A+ law components was not 
addressed in comments from principals, however many referred to lack of adequate time 
and information from state department officials to effectively implement reform 
mandates. Because appropriate training for reform implementation is attributed to reform 
success (Finch, 1999), this issue appeared aligned with the elementary principals' 
perceptions. 
Individuals contributed few comments regarding teachers' input into their 
evaluations. Principals considered this aspect valuable, which was consistent with study 
results reported by Weller and his associates (1994). 
School councils, composite school ratings, rewards, sanctions, and increases in 
student assessment proved of little value to the elementary principals surveyed. Testing, 
ratings, rewards and sanctions are closely related because ratings, and their corollary 
rewards and sanctions will be used to assess school quality as a result of testing 
outcomes. A recent review of state performance indicators revealed 27 states currently 
evaluate schools almost exclusively on test scores (Boser, 2001). This practice, however, 
has produced demoralizing effects on administrators, teachers, and students (Bonstingl, 
2001). While ratings have not been instituted at this time, Georgia elementary principals 
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alluded to negative perceptions regarding this law component. A number of individuals 
reflected that teachers must not be punished for teaching in challenging situations, and 
some wondered how they would staff their schools with quality teachers if poor ratings 
had been earned according to state criteria. Forsyth and Tallerico (1998) addressed such 
issues in their study of urban school improvement however, these concerns were not 
exclusively attributed to Georgia urban elementary principals. 
School councils were viewed with little regard, especially with respect to 
currently functioning advisory groups. Perceptions of elementary principals surveyed 
regarding the influence stakeholders would have on improving student performance 
supported Latham's (1998) study that revealed SBM had not improved academic 
achievement. 
No value was attributed to the 5-day teaching requirement for administrators. No 
research was found that addressed this law component, with the exception of the report 
by Reeves (1998) of a superintendent who substituted in his district for at least 20 days 
during the school year, a practice begun during his tenure as principal. Some principals 
indicated that the teaching experience was enjoyed, however, time to complete 
administrative tasks, and the fact that the school was left virtually leaderless, especially 
when no assistant was available during these days, gave rise to negative perceptions of 
this law component. 
Principals perceived that their districts had provided support for implementing 
selected components of the A+ law. A number of respondents indicated that their 
districts were visionary and progressive, and had implemented many reforms prior to 
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state mandate, a finding consistent with study results reported by Shields and Knapp 
(1997). 
Conclusions 
A number of conclusions could be drawn from study results: 
1. Georgia elementary principals responding to the survey can be characterized as 
primarily females, between the ages of 46-55 who worked in suburban 
communities. They held the education specialist degree, averaged 9 years 
experience as principals, and estimated that they will retire within 6 years. 
2. The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 has been understood by a majority of 
principals, and these individuals expressed confidence in their abilities to resolve 
conflict within school council meetings, valued teacher input into the decision 
making process for the improvement of student performance, and did not believe 
utilizing "high stakes testing" would improve student performance. 
3. Half of the law components selected for study were deemed valuable. Positive 
ratings were assigned to reduction of pupil-teacher ratio, EIP/REP models, 
additional days for remedial instruction, technology proficiency for certification 
renewal, mandatory local staff development, and teacher input into principals' 
evaluations. 
4. Half of the law components selected for study were viewed with little or no 
regard. Councils, composite school ratings, rewards and sanctions for ratings, and 
increases in student assessment were perceived negatively. The teaching 
requirement was considered worthless. 
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5. A+ has not altered the roles and responsibilities of those individuals surveyed. It 
has served to expand rather than change the building leader position. Perceived 
expansion consequences included additional paperwork and documentation, time 
for conducting duties and responsibilities associated with school councils, and 
teaching for 5 days. Honing time management skills was a requisite for 
accomplishing additional duties. These responsibilities were characterized from a 
management rather than leadership orientation. 
6. Contradiction between role expansion and role change emerged from the study. 
While principals believed the A+ law had added to their already overburdened 
responsibilities, they simultaneously indicated that a more political aura 
surrounded their administrative positions. Contrasting perceptions of role 
expansion and role change may be attributed to progressive districts that initiated 
reform efforts prior to the A+ law implementation. 
7. Georgia elementary principals responding to the survey have assumed a more 
political orientation than prior to A+ legislation implementation. Explaining new 
mandates to constituent groups, involvement with state representatives, increased 
exposure to public scrutiny, and responsiveness to multiple groups have served to 
enhance the micro- and macropolitical focus of the principalship. 
8. Professional educators desired to make final decisions regarding improvement of 
student performance. While parents and community members were welcomed on 
advisory committees, principals believed that educator expertise should prevail 
within the educational process. 
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9. The school council mandate was viewed as overly restrictive and rigid, and 
currently functioning advisory groups offered more diverse representation than 
the council requirement afforded. Untrained, uninformed stakeholders have been 
perceived as impediments to the intent of the council mandate, improvement of 
student performance. Time and effort for training council members were thought 
to be detractors from the stated mission. 
10. Amendments to the existing law included areas involving morale, funding, 
reform implementation, specific component modifications, and parent 
accountability. 
11. Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of role change did not vary according 
to length of service, projected length of service, age, gender, or educational level, 
however the school communities they served appeared to have some bearing on 
their perceptions of district support for implementation of three law components. 
Rural principals reported that their districts had supported implementing school 
councils, extra days for remedial instruction, and the 5 days of teaching to a 
greater degree than their suburban and urban colleagues. 
12. Districts have provided support for implementing selected law components, 
however inequities among available district resources have impeded sufficient 
support for some aspects of law implementation. 
Implications 
The study should inform Georgia policy makers of the paramount importance of 
educator input into a document that embraces comprehensive educational reform. 
Practitioners "in the trenches" can serve to provide compelling evidence regarding 
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contextual frameworks within which they function, and unique situations that demand 
more than a "one size fits all" approach to school improvement. As leaders of their 
institutions, principals play vital roles in advancing or impeding imposed initiatives. 
Excluding educators from the decision-making process reveals implications for reform 
acceptance and successful implementation. 
An accurate assessment of what reforms are already working in public schools 
within the state could serve Georgia policy makers in adopting, revising, or refreshing 
strategies for school improvement. For those who are currently employing effective 
reform efforts, a new law that duplicates or merely redesigns what is in place is wasteful 
of valuable time and energy. Furthermore, value for effective practices should be 
considered prior to imposing new mandates. 
Policy makers should examine the practice of adding more and more 
responsibilities to the principal's position. Georgia elementary principals indicated 
extreme degrees of professionalism in attempting to assume duties imposed by the law. 
Working extra hours and days to accomplish all tasks appeared to be a constant. Despite 
this professional demeanor, principals revealed consternation and frustration with 
juggling all responsibilities effectively, and decried the managerial emphasis that the law 
had imposed on them. 
The study should serve to inform policy makers and the Georgia State Department 
of Education that adequate time and training should be provided prior to law 
implementation. Confusion and frustration served to confound successful policy 
transition. 
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A compelling revelation from this study emerged that should serve to inform 
policy makers regarding successful reform implementation. Adequate funding for the 
mandates should be an imperative prior to requiring implementation. A number of 
principals indicated lack of classroom space for reducing pupil-teacher ratio, and 
EIP/REP classes. Some indicated lobbying county governmental agencies for funds to 
implement the mandates. These issues revealed resource inequities among districts 
throughout the state that policy makers should address, in order that everyone may 
support implementation. If a "one size fits all" law is to be imposed, all districts should 
begin implementation from equivalent perspectives. 
State and district policy makers should assess community differences when 
imposing mandates such as A+. Urban principals indicated less interest with involving 
stakeholders in decision making which may imply that more pressing needs occupy their 
time. Additionally, an implication that may be drawn is that parental involvement is 
negligible within inner-city schools. The issue with locating capable community 
members to serve on school councils assisted in deriving this implication. 
The study should enlighten Georgia policy makers regarding the perception that 
educators view themselves as working in situations where there is little support and 
accountability for student performance from parents. This perception constrains the 
attempt toward improved student performance when no consequences for performance 
are applied outside of the educational environment. The implication derived is revealed 
by educators who view themselves as having little control over antecedent factors that 
affect student performance. Policy makers should consider this issue when holding 
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educators solely responsible for student performance, and thus assigning ratings to 
schools. 
Local and state policy makers should become aware of the perceptions regarding 
the quality of the teacher workforce in schools where a negative rating may be assigned. 
Although this facet of the law has not been enforced at this time, it will be implemented 
in the near future. Principals already are speculating about finding good teachers to teach 
in challenging situations. In view of the statewide teacher shortage the question might be 
asked: "Who wants to remain in or go to a school with a "D" or "F" rating?" Who will 
administer these schools, and who will teach these students? These issues should be 
investigated thoroughly. 
Principals perceived themselves as instructional leaders. Although many 
supported a transformational, collaborative leader persona, there was reluctance to 
relinquish authority for decision making. Principals may require study on educational 
reform and leadership orientations that support successful reform implementation. 
Recommendations 
1. Policy makers should fund mandates for all districts in order that successful 
reform implementation can occur. 
2. Georgia principals should be included in drafting comprehensive legislation such 
as the A+ Reform Act of 2000. Practitioners can provide "grass roots" 
information that is viable for successful educational reform. 
3. Policy makers and local district leadership should examine how much more the 
principalship can be expanded in order to reduce bum out, and early retirement, 
especially in view of the fact that half of the principals surveyed indicated that 
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they would remain in their positions for only 6 more years. The shortage of 
principals throughout the nation should accentuate this issue. 
4. Further research should be conducted to assess those law components that have 
yet not been implemented in order that reality, rather than theoretical 
perspectives, can be analyzed. Further study on the nature of principals' role 
change while implementing comprehensive educational reform may be 
informative, as more law components are implemented, and reflection on role 
transition can be analyzed more accurately, and in greater depth. An additional 
study should include demographic variables that possess less collinearity, if 
comparing principals' responses is intended. Including middle and high school 
principals would be of value, because law implementation varies according to 
school level. Study design should include a proportional sample of communities, 
in order that more representation is elicited from urban area principals. 
Furthermore, adding survey questions that explore role transition in greater depth 
would be helpful. 
5. Sufficient support in the area of training, time and appropriate guidelines should 
be provided when comprehensive change is mandated in order that reform 
implementation can proceed efficiently and effectively. 
6. Consideration of the negative effect of school ratings should be scrutinized. 
Support for those schools deemed underperforming should be provided, through 
monetary as well as human resources. 
7. Georgia university officials should consider reform implications when designing 
degree programs, in order that future principals are adequately prepared for the 
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challenges of reform implementation. Concentration on public relations skills, 
and micro- and macropolitical influences on the leader's position should be 
priorities. Additionally, a focus on the benefits of the transformational leader 
orientation may serve well those aspiring to the principalship. 
8. Opportunities for contextualizing reforms to fit school and community needs 
should be offered. 
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Georgia Elementary Principals' Role Perceptions Survey 
This survey is intended to measure your reactions to components of the A+ Education Reform Act 
of 2000. The data will be used for research purposes only. Participation is optional, and there is no 
penalty should you decide not to complete the questionnaire, but your responses are very important 
to the quality of this study. Completion of this questionnaire will indicate your permission to use 
these data. Your responses will remain confidential and all data will be aggregates so no individual 
can be identified. Thank you for your assistance with this important study. 
If you have any questions about this research project, please call Amy Z. Wright at (706) 855- 
6106. If you have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant in this study, 
they should be directed to the Georgia Southern University IRB Coordinator at the Office of 
Research Services and Sponsored Programs at (912) 681-5465. 
Demographic Information: 
Please complete the following items by placing a number (items 1-2) or an "X" (items 3- 6) in the appropriate 
blank. 
1. I have been a principal for year(s). 
2. I plan to remain a principal for year(s). 
3. Age: 
under 35   
35-45   
46-55   
56+   
4. Gender: 
Male   
Female 
5. Educational Level: 
M. Ed. 
Ed. S. 
Ed. D./Ph. D. 




Principals' General Perceptions 
Circle the number that indicates the degree of your agreement with the following statements: 
Strongly Don't Strongly 
Agree Agree Know Disagree Disagree 
7. I understand the A+ Education Reform 
Act of 2000 as it pertains to my role as  5 4 3 2 1 
building principal. 
8. I possess adequate skills to address conflict resolution 






Agree Know Disagree Disagree 
4 3 2 1 
9. I believe involving teachers in decision 
making will improve student performance 5 4 
10. I believe using "High-stakes testing" 
will improve student performance. 5 4 3 2 
Principals' Evaluation of Specific Components of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 
11. Listed below are several components of A+. For each component, indicate by circling the 
appropriate number indicating how valuable you believe the component would contribute to 




A. School Councils 
B. Reduction in pupil-teacher ratio 
C. EIP/REP models (delivery methods 
using additional teachers) 
D. Extra days for remedial 
Instruction (20) 
E. Principals' teaching days (5) 
F. Technology proficiency for 
certificate renewal for all personnel 
G. Composite school ratings (A-F) 
H. Rewards for "A" and "B" ratings 
I. Sanctions for "D" and "F' ratings 
J. Increases in student assessment 
K. Mandatory local staff development 
L. Inclusion of teachers' assessment 
of their principals as a component 
of principals' evaluations 















Have you received district 






12. How will A+ influence the way you manage your roles and responsibilities as a building principal? 
13. How do you feel about involving different stakeholder groups in decision making as it relates to 
student performance? 
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14. How has the A+ legislation made your role more political, if at all? 
15. If you could amend A+ legislative components, what suggestions would you offer? 
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APPENDIX B 
STUDY PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 
May 9, 2001 
Dear Principal: 
I am a practicing elementary principal in Columbia County, Georgia, and a doctoral student at Georgia 
Southern University. 1 would like to conduct a survey for my dissertation regarding Georgia elementary 
principals' perceptions of some of the aspects of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000. The survey has 
been endorsed by Mr. Jim Puckett, Executive Secretary, Georgia Association of Educational Leaders, and 
Georgia State School Superintendent, Mrs. Linda Schrenko. 
Your response is very important in creating a profile of the perceptions of elementary principals as they 
face implementation of the initial phase of mandatory, comprehensive educational reform in Georgia. Your 
responses are valuable in that principals were not provided extensive opportunities to provide input into the 
initial formulation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000. Additionally, your responses will be reported 
in an original study exploring Georgia elementary principals' role change. 
Of course there is no penalty for nonparticipation. You may refuse to respond to any question, or withdraw 
from the study at any time. Survey completion should require no more than 20 minutes of your time. 
Please do not identify yourself on the survey. It will be necessary to document those who responded to the 
survey for the purpose of contacting nonrespondents. After surveys are received and further contact is 
established, all coding required for tracking purposes will be destroyed. Coding is used to provide 
assurance that the researcher is the only one with participant identification. I assure you that all responses 
will be treated with utmost confidentiality. Your response indicates that you permit me to use your answers 
in the study. 
You may contact me regarding questions about the study at my office (706) 863-1202, or at my home (706) 
855-6106. If you have questions about your rights as a survey participant in this study, you may contact the 
Georgia Southern University IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs 
at (912) 681-5465. 
Thank you in advance for your prompt response. Please use the self-addressed, stamped envelope to return 
the survey. I will be glad to share survey results with you upon request. 
Respectfully, 
Amy Z. Wright 
927 Deercrest Circle 
Evans, GA 30809 
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APPENDIX C 
STATE SUPERINTENDENT SCHRENKO ENDORSEMENT LETTER 
Dear Amy, 
I do remember you as principal of Evans Elementary School and for the wonderful job 
you continue to do there. I apologize for the delay in replying to your previous emails. 
With the Legislature in full session along with all my other duties, there is not a lot of 
extra time to answer as I would like. 
I am delighted by your choosing to survey Georgia Elementary School principals and 
their perceptions of their roles during the initial phase of the A-Plus Education Reform 
Act of 2000. With having been a principal for a good many years, you are certainly 
involved and well qualified to see and understand the survey better than most. I strongly 
support you with this and look forward to seeing a copy of your survey. 
Please let me know if I or someone here at the Georgia Department of Education can 
assist you in any way. Thank you for all you continue to do for education and the chil¬ 





GAEL EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MR. JIM PUCKETT, 
ENDORSEMENT LETTER 
From: Jim Puckett <jimpuckett@mindspring.com> 
To: <gantique@csranet.com> 
Subject: Survey 
Date: Monday, April 09, 2001 4:31 PM 
I would be happy to "endorse" your survey. Tell me what I can do to 
support this effort. Also, when the survey is complete, would consider 
publication of an article in our Newsletter. 
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APPENDIX E 
IRB PROPOSAL FORMAT FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS 
Research Protocol 
For Research Utilizing Human Subjects 
1. Statement of the problem to be studied: 
The A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 has mandated that improvement in student per¬ 
formance and overall school improvement will be accomplished in public schools 
throughout the state of Georgia. As leaders of school organizations, principals will be 
responsible for executing the reforms, and consequentially will be pivotal influences on 
their stakeholder groups regarding acceptance or rejection of the initiatives. Georgia 
elementary principals' will be surveyed to determine their perceptions of specific aspects 
of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000. 
2. Describe your research design: 
The study will employ a descriptive, survey approach to address the research questions. 
A cross-sectional survey will be conducted, to establish the status of elementary 
principals' perceptions at a given point in time. A self-designed survey questionnaire that 
has been developed by this researcher will explore principals' perceptions of role change 
during restructuring. Survey questions will reflect components of restructuring that is 
supported in the literature, and will address unique facets of the Georgia A+ Education 
Reform Act of 2000. A pilot test will be conducted to assess how well the survey 
addresses issues examined in this study. 
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3. Description of possible risk to human subjects: 
Study components exclude possible risk to human subjects. 
4. Description of possible benefits to human subjects and society in general: 
No study, to date, has been found that investigated Georgia elementary principals' role 
transformation as a result of mandated restructuring initiatives described in the A+ 
Education Reform Act of 2000. This researcher will attempt to provide informative, 
unique, baseline data upon which future studies may be built regarding principals' 
perceptions of their roles during initial reform implementation. Elementary principals in 
Georgia will have the opportunity to design a template of role transition as they embrace 
directives from the state legislature. 
5. Identifying information on study participants: 
Personal and professional information of Georgia elementary principals that will be 
utilized in the study include number of years in the principalship, years anticipated to 
remain in the principalship, age, sex, educational level, and school community served 
(urban, suburban, rural). Additionally, principals will be asked their opinions regarding 
specific aspects of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000, how their roles and 
responsibilities have or have not changed as a result of reform implementation, and 
perceptions of role and reform integration. Data will be reported in aggregate so no 
individual can be identified. 
6. List and attach a copy of all questionnaire instruments, informed consent documents, 
interview protocols, or any other materials to be used during the research project: 
Please find attached the survey questionnaire, pilot study informed consent letter, and the 
study participant informed consent letter to be used in the study. 
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7. Procedures to secure informed consent: 
Please find attached the letters that explain informed consent. These letters will be used 
to contact pilot study participants, and formal study participants. 
8. Will minors be included as a part of the data set? 
No minors will be used in the research study. 
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APPENDIX F 
IRB REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL FORM 
Dear Applicant, 
Enclosed below is a copy of your IRB approval letter. You will be receiving 
a hard copy for your records shortly. If you have any questions or concerns 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Sincerely, 
Neil Garretson 
To: Amy Z. Wright 
Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
Cc: Dr. Michael Richardson, Faculty Advisor 
Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
From: Mr. Neil Garretson, Coordinator 
Research Oversight Committees (IACUC/IBC/IRB) 
Date: April 3, 2001 
Subject: Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in 
Research 
On behalf of Dr. Howard M. Kaplan, Chair of the Institutional Review Board 
(IRB), I am writing to inform you that we have completed the review of your 
Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in your proposed 
research, "Georgia Elementary Principals' Role Perceptions: The initial 
phase of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000." It is the determination of 
the Chair, on behalf of the Institutional Review Board, that your proposed 
research adequately protects the rights of human subjects. Your research is 
approved in accordance with the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human 
Subjects (45 CFR §46101 (b)(1)), which states: 
(1) Research conducted in established or commonly accepted educational 
settings, involving normal educational practices, such as (i) research on 
regular and special education instructional strategies, or (ii) research on 
the effectiveness of or the comparison among instructional techniques, 
curricula, or classroom management methods. 
This IRB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. 
If at the end of that time, there have been no changes to the exempted 
research protocol, you may request an extension of the approval period for 
an additional year. In the interim, please provide the IRB with any 
information concerning any significant adverse event, whether or not it is 
believed to be related to the study, within five working days of the event. 
In addition, if a change or modification of the approved methodology becomes 
necessary, you must notify the IRB Coordinator prior to initiating any such 
changes or modifications. At that time, an amended application for IRB 
approval may be submitted. Upon completion of your data collection, please 
notify the IRB Coordinator so that your file may be closed. 
Oversight Coordinator 
Research Oversight Committees 
Georgia Southern University 
PO Box 8005 
Statesboro, GA 30460 





FACE VALIDITY REQUEST 
April 4, 2001 
Dear: 
Thank you for helping me to complete the intermediate phase of my dissertation, by 
assisting with the preliminary survey critique as a member of an expert panel of judges. 
Your suggestions will be helpful in assisting me to refine questions that may be confusing 
and make certain that the questions sufficiently cover the content I intend to explore. 
Your input will be important in determining face validity of the survey. 
The research questions I intend to explore include: 
1. Do Georgia elementary principals perceive that the A+ Education Reform Act 
of 2000 will change their roles? 
2. Do Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of role change as a result of 
implementation of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 vary by (a) length of 
service; (b) projected length of service; (c) age; (d) gender; (e) educational 
level (M. Ed., Ed. S., Ed. D./Ph. D.); or (f) school geographical location 
(urban, suburban, rural)? 
3. Have Georgia elementary school principals received district support for 
implementing specific components of the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000? 
I look forward to hearing your comments. I respectfully request that you return the 
survey with your remarks included within the next two weeks. This deadline is necessary 
in order that I may make needed corrections, and recontact you if necessary, prior to 
conducting the pilot survey. 
Thank you for the time and effort expended to contribute to the success of my study. I 
hope that this effort will contribute valuable information to a variety of audiences 
regarding the role of the Georgia elementary principal. 
Respectfully, 
Amy Z. Wright 
927 Deercrest Circle 
Evans, GA 30809 
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APPENDIX H 
PILOT STUDY INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 
April 30, 2001 
Dear Principal: 
I am a practicing elementary principal in Columbia County, Georgia, and a doctoral student at 
Georgia Southern University. I would like to conduct a pilot survey for my dissertation regarding 
Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of some of the aspects of the A+ Education Reform 
Act of 2000. The survey has been endorsed by Mr. Jim Puckett, Executive Director, Georgia 
Association of Educational Leaders, and Georgia State School Superintendent, Mrs. Linda 
Schrenko. The data will provide information regarding elementary principals' role change during 
this initial phase of reform implementation. 
Your response is very important in this preliminary step of the study. Your responses will assist 
me in ascertaining content validity and reliability of the instrument prior to formally conducting 
the study. Survey completion should require no more than 20 minutes of your time. 
Of course there is no penalty for nonparticipation. You may refuse to respond to any question, or 
withdraw from the study at any time. 
I request that you examine each question for clarity. Additionally, please write what you believe 
each question means on the survey, so that it can be determined whether each concept is 
understood as it was intended. I encourage you to provide any suggestions and criticisms that will 
improve the study. 
Please do not identify yourself on the survey. It will be necessary to document those who 
responded to the survey for the purpose of contacting nonrespondents. Coding is used to provide 
assurance that the researcher is the only one with participant identification. I assure you that all 
responses will be treated with utmost confidentiality. Your response indicates that you permit me 
to use your answers in the study. 
You may contact me regarding questions about the study at my office (706) 863-1202, or at my 
home (706) 855-6106. If you have questions about your rights as a survey participant in this 
study, you may contact the Georgia Southern University IRB Coordinator at the Office of 
Research Services and Sponsored Programs at (912) 681-5465. 
Thank you in advance for your prompt response. Please use the self-addressed, stamped envelope 
to return the survey. I will be glad to share survey results with you upon request. 
Respectfully, 
Amy Z. Wright 
927 Deercrest Circle 
Evans, GA 30809 
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APPENDIX I 
IRB REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL FORM 2 
To: Amy Z. Wright 
Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
Cc: Dr. Michael Richardson, Faculty Advisor 
Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
From: Neil Garretson, Coordinator 
Research Oversight Committees 
Date: May 8, 2001 
Subject: Revised IRB Materials 
Thank you for submitting your revised informed consent letter and 
questionnaire instrument. The changes that you have made do not constitute 
a significant change from the original April 3, 2001 approval. Good luck 
with your research efforts, and please provide the IRB with any information 
concerning any significant adverse event, whether or not it is believed to 
be related to the study, within five working days of the event. In 
addition, if a change or modification of the approved methodology becomes 
necessary, you must notify the IRB Coordinator prior to initiating any such 
changes or modifications. At that time, an amended application for IRB 
approval may be submitted. Upon completion of your data collection, please 
notify the IRB Coordinator so that your file may be closed. 
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APPENDIX J 
STUDY PARTICIPANT FOLLOW-UP POST CARD 
Dear Principal, 
I recently sent you a survey (yellow) on Georgia elementary principals' perceptions of 
the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000.1 hope you felt compelled to respond. Your input 
is valuable, and vital to my study. 
If you have completed the survey, thank you for your assistance. If you have not already 





STUDY PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 2 
May 31,2001 
Dear Principal: 
HELP! I recently sent you a survey for a study I am conducting on elementary principals' perceptions of 
the A+ Education Reform At of 2000.1 desperately need your response in order that my study may be 
completed! I am a practicing elementary principal in Columbia County, Georgia, and a doctoral student at 
Georgia Southern University. The survey has been endorsed by Mr. Jim Puckett, Executive Director, 
Georgia Association of Educational Leaders, and Georgia State School Superintendent, Mrs. Linda 
Schrenko. 
Your response is very important and valuable in creating a profile of the perceptions of elementary 
principals as they face implementation of the initial phase of mandatory, comprehensive educational 
reform in Georgia. Additionally, your responses will be reported in an original study exploring Georgia 
elementary principals' role change. 
Of course there is no penalty for nonparticipation. You may refuse to respond to any question, or withdraw 
from the study at any time. Survey completion should require no more than 20 minutes of your time. 
Please do not identify yourself on the survey. It will be necessary to document those who responded to the 
survey for the purpose of contacting nonrespondents. Also, a small number of those who provide their 
consent, will be contacted for a brief follow-up conversation. After surveys are received and further contact 
is established, all coding required for tracking purposes will be destroyed. Coding is used to provide 
assurance that the researcher is the only one with participant identification. I assure you that all responses 
will be treated with utmost confidentiality. Your response indicates that you permit me to use your answers 
in the study. 
You may contact me regarding questions about the study at my office (706) 863-1202, or at my home (706) 
855-6106. If you have questions about your rights as a survey participant in this study, you may contact the 
Georgia Southern University IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs 
at (912) 681-5465. 
I hope you will provide assistance that will enable the study to be considered worthwhile. Please use 
the self-addressed, stamped envelope to return the survey. I will be glad to share survey results with you 
upon request. 
Respectfully, 
Amy Z. Wright 
927 Deercrest Circle 
Evans, GA 30809 
